"Stang, Joseph § To: Hiroshi Dodahara/DC/USEPA/US@EFPA
sSBccom” ce:

<joseph.stang@pmecd  Subject: Addresses

.apgeq.army.mil>

06/18/2002 02:17
PM

Chem Demil APG

How about sending to my boss, or me, or Drew Lyle

William J.B. Pringle ;;};O q 2}6“;3 90 "
Chief, Environmental and Monitoring Office !
Program Manager for Chemical Demilitarization
Attn: SFAE-CD-ME, Building BE-4517
Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD 21010-4005

Now the main man:

HONORABLE MARIO P. FIORI

Assistant Secretary of the Army {(Installations and Environment)
110 Army FPentagon

Washington, DC 20310-0110

Joe



Comments and Responses to Public Notice
on the Nationwide TSCA PCB Disposal Approval for
Disposal of PCBs in M55 Chemical Agent Rockets
in the Deactivation Furnaces ‘
of the Army Chemical Agent Disposal Facilities

Fibers and Organics Branch
National Program Chemicals Division
Office of Poliution Prevention and Toxics
Office of Prevention, Pesticides, and Toxic Substances
- Environmental Protection Agency

November 19, 2001



Responses to Comments on Public Notice for the TSCA Draft Approval for
the Army DFS.

The following are respohses to comments recelved from public notice regarding the nationwide
TSCA Draft Approvai for the U.S. Army Deactivation Furnace System (DFS) based on operation
performed at the Deseret Chemical Depot Army Chemical Agent Incinerators. The public notice
were published in Salt Lake City Tribune and the Tooele periodicals. Public comment period began

February 25, 2000 and closed April 28, 2000. Comments were reproduced, as much as practicable,
verbatim.

Commentor 1

Sandra Steingraber in her book Living Downstream writes: "No mater how improved or what they are
calied, incinerators oniy transform garbage; they don't provide a final resting place for it. There remains the
question of where to put the ashes. Second, these cavernous furnaces create, out of the ordinary garbage

they are stoked with, new species of toxic chemicals.... The indestructability {sic) of matter remains
supreme.” {(pp. 215-216}

My question is: What will be issuing from the incinerator of M55 chemical agent rockets containing.
PCBs, using the deactivation furnaces system {DFS} in TOCDF?

EPA Response: Steingraber’'s term "garbage" may refer to household trash or commercial and light industrial
garbage and her "incinerators” to municipal incinerators. Municipal incinerators have a reputation for
emitting "products of incomplete combustion,™ more commonly referred to as "PICs." However, designs for
municipal incinerators are improving, which shoutld reduce the emission of PICs. One function of the
municipal incinerators is to reduce the volume of garbage which would otherwise be placed in municipal
landfills. Because the availability of sites for construction of landfills is diminishing more and more with
every passing year, municipal incinerators play a significant role in the handling of "garbage.”

The Army Deactivation Furnace System {DFS) incinerates no "ordinary garbage." Ameong other chemical
weapons, the DFS disposes of MbB5 chemical agent rockets. M55 chemical agent rockets contain toxie
chemical and nerve agents, high explosives and energetic rocket propellants. Many of the firing/shipping
tubes of the rockets contain significant concentration of PCBs. The DFS incinerates the rockets and emits
acceptably clean gases. The stack emission data indicate that PCB emissions averaged less than 10
nanograms per second while the health risk assessment for the facility assigned the emission rate of £§40
nanograms/sec as the value where risk begins. Ash from the DFS is disposed of in state-permitted
hazardous waste landfills and the scrubber water is treated and/or contained in double-packed drums and
placed in hazardous waste landfills, So waste streams are properly disposed of. Detailed data for stack
emissions and process streams from the DFS are presented in the trial burn report available at the Marriott
Library, University of Utah, Salt Lake City and the Tooele City Library, 47 East Vine Street, Tooele, Utah.

The data is also summarized in Appendices il and Il of the Draft TSCA Approval for the DFS, also available
at the libraries. '

Importantly, in a letter from the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention {CDC) to the Utah Citizens
Advisory Commission (CAC), the CDC summarizes " Finally, in our examination of Tooele stack emissions,
we review the relative magnitude of mass emissions of potentially harmful compounds in comparison with
other area sources of such materiais to see if they would be expected to result in a noticeable increase in
area air pollution leveis. Although available data are somewhat limited, we found Tooele facility to be &
refatively minor contributor of pollutants to the air basin for Tooele and Salt Lake Counties. In summary, we
helieve that the Tooele stack emissions are safe and will not adversely affect the health of people in



communities located near the facility.” (Letter available at the following website:
http://www.cdc.gov/nceh/demil/articles/Utahletter.htm)

Commentor 2

Sir, F"AYSON, Utah sewer plant is a dis[grace], uﬁsa?e, dumps in landfills waste of human’s unsanitary
no clhllorine terrible working conditions Hazardous, 1 know | work at this faciiity | dump in landfills Human
wastes. Help

EPA Response: The concern is a State/local responsibility and should be addressed by the State or county.

Commentor 3

i am one of the attorneys representing the Chemical Weapons Working Group {CWWG}, Sierra Club, and
various other organizations and individuals who oppose the incineration of chemical warfare agent munitions.
| recently received a copy of an EPA flyer that advertised a meeting in Tooele, Utah concerning the Army's

pian to dispose of PCB contaminated rocket shipping tubes via incineration. The meeting is scheduled for
Aprit 11, 2000.

The flyer indicates that EPA is proposing nationwide approval of the Army's plan. Based on this
statement, | would appreciate it if you could promptly answer several questions:

Will other impacted communities have a public hearing on this issue? If the answer is no, please'explaiﬂ
EPA's basis for excluding other communities from the public hearing process. If the answer is yes, can you
advise when and where other hearings wili be held.

EPA Response: EPA is firmly committed to giving interested members of the public a voice in decision-
making processes that may affect the environment, For this reason, EPA has held public meetings in Utah
and Alabama for residents concerned about the proposed approval, even though the Agency’s regulations for
PCB incinerator approval do not require formal notice and comment on each approval issued. EPA also
intends to invite further public participation from each of the other communities {Pine Bluff, Umatilla)
involved in the Army’s destruction of chemical agent rockets containing PCBs. The issue of public
participation at other impacted communities wiil be reviewed by Regional Administrators. What form of
public participation and the scheduling of the event will be determined by the Regional Offices. Should
public meetings or hearings be appropriate, the time and location will be determined by the Regional Offices.

Commentor 3;

What data and information is EPA relying upon in proposing nationwide approval? Please be specific in
your response.

EPA Response: The nationwide'approval was based on data from the Jatest trial burn completed at the
Tooele Chemical Disposal Facility {TOCDF), Deseret Chemical Depot, Tooele, Utah. Documents pertaining to



TOCDF project include the TSCA PCB Disposal approval application, trial burn demonstration plan and trial
burn report. These document as well as the draft nationwide approval are on display for public review at the

Marriott Library, University of Utah, Salt Lake City and the Tooele City Library, 47 East Vine Street, Tooele,
Utah. '

Commentor 3: What official(s) within EPA have the authority to reject the proposai for nationwide
approval?

EPA Response: The approving authority for the nationwide PCB Disposal approval has been delegated to the

Director, National Programs Chemical Division (NPCD) of the Office of Poliution Prevantion and Toxics
(CPPT) at EPA.

Commentor 3: What EPA. or EPA contractor staff have examined the data and information identified
in response to question 27

EPA Response: The approval writer, Hiroshi Dodohara, in the Fibers and Organics Branch in NPCD and EPA
contractor Mid West Research Institute. ‘

‘Caommentor 4:

A. A permit is being proposed to burn PCBs in chemical weapons incinerators around the country.
However, a public hearing is only being held at 1 site-Utah. The citizens of Alabama, as well as the other
affected states, deserve to have a public meeting in our own state, in the local community that is being
affected—-before the end of the public comment period. Saying that you will hold a public meeting prior to
burning, yet after the permit has been issued, indicates a predetermined response. '

EPA Response: EPA is firmly committed to giving interested members of the public a voice in decision-
making processes that may affect the environment. For this reason, EPA has held public meetings in Utah
and Alabama for residents concerned about the proposed approval, even though the Agency’s regulations for
PCB incinerator approval do not require formal notice and comment on each approval issued. EPA also
intends to invite further public participation from each of the other communities (Pine Bluff, Umatilla)
involved in the Army’s destruction of chemical agent rockets containing PCBs. The issue of public
participation at other impacted communities wiil be reviewed by Regional Administrators. What form of
public participation and the scheduling of the event will be determined by the Regional Offices, Should
public meetings or hearings be appropriate, the time and location will be determined by the Regional Offices.

Commentor 4:

B. Anniston, Alabama, is already the PCB contaminated capita! in this country. PCBs were manufaciured by
Monsanto here for nearly 50 years before being discontinued in 1971. However, many residents who have
been tested have very high levels of PCB concentration in their body. High levels have even been found in 5
year old children, which means the contamination is continuing to affect people. Our population cannot
afford to have ANY further contamination! We are aiready overburdened!

EPA Response: EPA is aware of the high fevels of PCB and lead in soil in the vicinity of Anniston industrial



areas. EPA agrees that the citizens of Anniston cannot afford to have further contamination in the area. To
preciude further burden of contamination, the chemical agents stored at the Army depot must be disposed of
before any catastrophe occurs which may release chemical agents. Currently, the most effective method of

destroying the chemical agents in weapons is by incineration. Alternative methods are being developed but
have not been fully tested.

Commentor 4:

. There are advanced non-incineration technologies that are available for the disposal of materials in

chemical weapons that contain PCBs and other toxic materials. We want them disposed, BUT SAFELY. We
do not want to sacrifice our health in the process!

EPA Response:
Army_Alternative Technology

First, the issue of the availability of alternative or non-incineration technologies will be addressed.
Currently, the Army Dialogue on Assembled Chemicali Weapons Assessment (ACWA) is evaluating seven
companies and their processes for disposing chemical weapons. Caustic neutralization, the chemical
process selected for destroying bulk chemical and nerve agent has been a proven method for decades.
This technology is not new. The only set back for this technology has been cost and the concern that
this technology may not equal the destruction effectiveness of incineration. Moreover, caustic
neutralization has not been effective in destroying PCBs. EPA has extensive experience in alternative
technology for PCB disposal, evaluating many alternative technologies for the destruction of FCBs. The
technologies currently being evaluated by.the Army have not been demonstrated to destroy PCBs.

The Army’s selection of seven processes has not addressed the destruction of PCBs. The seven
processes are listed below, with comment.

1. The following three processes have been demonstrated in pilot scale; however, they reguire scale up
demonstrations.

Burns & Roe {Plasma Arc)

Several companies have applied for approval but only one company, Westinghouse, has

demonstrated the plasma arc technology to destroy PCBs. The demonstration was not completed due
to operational difficulties. .

General Atomics {Crvofracture-Hyvdrolysis-SCWO)

Cryofracture may be effective for weapons such as projectiles and mines but has not been
demonstrated for rockets. The rocket tubes, which contain the PCBs, must be treated. General Atomic
has not demoenstrated the capability for treating the rocket tubes. The supercritical water oxidation
holds potential for destroying PCBs, but has not been demoristrated.

Parsons/Honeywell (HP Water Jet-Neutralization)
The Parsons/Honeywell process uses the caustic neutralization followed by biotreatment. The
process is effective for GB but ineffective for VS. Destruction of PCBs has not been demonstrated.

2. The four processes below have not been demonstrated, but are scheduled to be demonstrated:

AEA Technoloqies!CHzMHili {(HP Wash-Silver 1)



Siiver I} reaction has not been demonstrated for destruction of PCBs.

ArcTech (Hvdrolvsis/Peroxidé/Fenton's Reagent}

Several years ago, a company expressed interest in applying Fenton’s Reagent in destroying PCBs.
The company representative has not been heard from since.

Lockheed Martin {Caustic Hydrolysis)
Comments on the application of caustic reactions to PCB destruction have already been pxpressed.

Teledvne/Commeodore (Solvated Electron)
Commodore has demonstrated the solvated electron in treatment of PCBs in soil. EPA has
approved a 250 pound/batch bench scale unit for soil remediation. Commodore’s has scheduied a

demonstration with a one-ton per batch unit. This upcoming demaonstration is their second test after an
initial shortfalt.

EPA Alternative PCB Disposal Technology:

The following is a brief list of alternative technologies which EPA believes are viable technologies,
potentially practicable for permitting. These technologles may be applicable to the PCBs in the Mbb
Rocket Firing Tubes; however, these technologies do not address the entire rocket. The destruction of
the nerve agent, the explosives and the rocket propeliant in the M55 units likely require technologies not
evaluated by EPA. In addition, the rocket tubes may require size reduction {puiverization} prior to
treatment using the technologies listed below.

THERMAL PROCESSES

Thermal Desorption

Maxymillian Technologies, Inc. (ex-situ process) has been approved by EPA.
Shell's Terra Therm {in-situ process) demonstrated but was not approved.

Vitrification
Geosafe Corp. {in-situ process) has been approved.
DOE-Paducah (ex-situ process) expressed interest in EPA approval.

Plasma Arc
Waestinghouse, Inc. demonstrated but was not approved.

Moiten Metal
Molten Metal Technologies, Inc. completed R&D tests for liquid PCBs.

NON-THERMAL PROCESSES

Chemical Dechlorination
Sunohio, Inc.- approved by EPA, the only company remaining in operation.
S.D. Myers - approved but no longer operating.
PPM, Inc. {Laidlaw) - approved but in the process of closure of facilities.
Acurex, Inc. - approved but no longer operating.
AMOP, Ing. - approved but no longer operating.
Chem Decon, Inc. - approved but no longer operating.
BCD Process (Batelle) - base-catalyzed decomposition (BCD) is scheduled for
demonstration. ‘
Safety Kleen, Corp. - hydrogen reduction process for treating used oil has




approval.
Commodore, Inc, - solvated electron technology for 260-Ib. Batch process
has been approved for (FOR WHAT?)
Solvent Extraction '
Terra-Kleen, Corp. (soil washing) - soil washed with proprietary solvent approved.
B E.S.T. Process (soil washing) - soil washing with proprietary solvent, compieted R&D tests.

Commentor 4:

D. Please hold public meetings at all sites before deciding on whether to issue a permit to burn PCBs.

EPA Response: EPA is firmly committed to giving interested members of the public a voice in decision-
making processes that may affect the environment. For this reason, EPA has held public meetings in Utah
and Aiabama for residents concerned about the proposed approvai, even though the Agency’s regulations for
PCB incinerator approval do not require formal notice and comment on each approval issued. EPA also
intends to invite further public participation from each of the other communities (Pine Biuff, Umatilla)
involved in the Army’s destruction of chemical agent rockets containing PCBs. The issue of public
participation at other impacted communities will be reviewed by Regional Administrators. What form of
public participation and the scheduling of the event will be determined by the Regional Offices. Should
public meetings or hearings be appropriate, the time and location wiil be determined by the Regional Offices.

Commentor b:

! am on the Utah Citizens Advisory Commission for TOCDF and need more information on the public
meeting scheduled for 11 April 2000 in Tooele. Can you tell me if the PCBs that are to be disposed at
TOCDF are just those found in the fiberglass rocket tubes or are other wastes containing PCBs being
considered? What amounts and concentrations of PCBs are proposed for destruction in the deactivation
furnace?

EPA Response: The Army demonstrated the disposal of M55 rockets only in the deactivation furnace.
Therefore, the approval will allow the Army to destroy PCBs in the rockets only. The rocket shipping/firing
tubes contain PCBs. PCB concentration varies in the tubes according to type, i.e., matted and chopped
fiberglass. The matted tubes contain no regulated PCBs (< 50 ppm}. The chopped tubes exhibited low
levels of PCBs. Each tube weighs about 13.7 pounds. The remaining number of rockets at the Deseret
Chemical Depot totals 7,978 {as of 4/10/00). Of these, 75% contain PCBs below the regulatory level of 50
ppm. The remaining tubes average 1,247 ppm PCBs. A conservative calculation foliows, assuming the 75%
contains 50 ppm PCBs.

Quantity of PCBs = [7,978 X 0.75 X 13.7 X
0.000050] + (7,978 X 0.25 X
13.7 X 0.001247]

4.1 + 34.1

38.1 pounds

il

The guantity of PCBs to be burned in the DFS is 38.1 pounds.

Commentor 6:



Alternative non-incineration methods for destructien methods of chiorinated chemicals have been
commercially available for a decade. All of these commercial programs can be mobile, and can travel to the
site sparing the hazard and cost of transporting the chemicals.

Last month, EPA announced its intention to approve a "national” TSCA permit to burn PCBs containing

shipping tubes for M55 rockets containing nerve agent in chemical weapon incineraters in Utah, as well as in
QOregon, Alabama and Arkansas.

Alternative Commercial Methods Cheaper and Safer

In 1991, the Office of Technology Assessment of the Congress found that the base-catalyzed process

(the official program of the US Navy) and the thermal gas process were less expensive than the standard
incinerator approach for soit incineration.

I've enclosed the relevant part of that report, "Dechlorination Technologies". The US Army PCB's
containing rocket tubes could be successfully treated with these methods.

The OTA report points out that the US Navy has adopted the base catalyzed technigue as their official

approach, Why is the Army so slow? Why does EPA bless more expenswe and less effective technologies
with a TSCA national permit? Can't we do better?

EPA Response: In discussing alternative technologies to destroy PCBs, EPA has evaluated many alternative
technologies for the destruction of PCBs. These technologies include alkali metals such as sodium, as well
as the Ecologic Process. EPA did not issue an approval to Ecologic. We participated in the initial phase of
the Navy-Guam base-catalyzed dechlorination (BCD) project in evaluating the process. The BCD technology
at that time used thermal energy for removal of 70% of the PCBs and the remainder using the chemical
reaction of the BCD reagent. The Army DFS uses thermai energy to remove and to destroy the PCBs in the
M55 rocket shipping tubes. While the DFS has no problems meeting the TSCA standard for PCBs
destruction and removal of PCBs, the BCD technology was not demonstrated to EPA; thus EPA was denied
the opportunity to determine whether the PCB technology meets the TSCA PCB incineration gquivalency
standard. To date and to our knowledge, the Guam unit has not been commerciaiized in the US. The
equipment used in the project is currently located in Guam. However, EPA will have a second opportunity to
evaluate the BCD concept in the near future. The process will be used to remediate the Warren County
Landfill site in North Carolina.

Commentor 6:

Traditional Burning Programs Produce Dioxins: We continue to be astonished to see the continued push
of federal agencies, including your own agency, to try to burn chlorinated chemicals. it is amply
demonstrated that chlorine combines with other organic material in the burning process to produce toxic
dioxins, furans, HCB and other chlorinated compounds.

EPA Response: The premlse that incineration produces dioxin and other toxic chlorinated organic compounds
is only factual when an incinerator operates under ineffective conditions. EPA develops approval operating
conditions during trial burn tests. When operated under approval conditions, emissions from the incinerator
meet standards imposed by various agencies including local, state and federal agencies. Health risk
assessments, which must reflect local and site-specific conditions, define emissions which are safe and risk-
minimized. The Army Deactivation Furnace System was tested under trial burn conditions. Emission and
process stream data indicate that all standard and health criteria were met. Therefore, EPA believes that an
approval for the DFS to dispose of PCBs will not create an unreasonable risk of injury to public health or the



environment.

Commentor 8.  Alternative Proarams Complex Chlorine With Sodium or Hydrogen: In the alternative
methods, chiorine is disiodged from the PCB's with hydrogen donation, and then combines with sodium to
produce salt or in the Ecologic method, combines with hydrogen to produce hydrogen chioride.

We hope that you can persuade the US Army to reconsider its program of burning chlorinated chemicals,
and go the US Navy route with proven alternative - and less expensive dechlorination methods.

EPA Response: To date, incineration of PCBs has been the standard to which all PCB destruction and
treatment technology must comply. To obtain approval, all alternative technologies since the conception of
the EPA PCB program have had to demonstrate that the technology is equivalent to incineration. The
technologies selected by the Army in their ACWA program have not been approved by EPA to treat PCBs for
disposal, with the exception of the solvated efectron process which has had limited success.

The Navy selected the BCD process to treat PCB contaminated soil. We were asked to evaluate the
BCD technoiogy to obtain @ TSCA PCB Disposal Approval. We completed the teview of the application and
demonstration plan and transmitted our comments to the applicant. However, we were not asked to
participate in the demonstration. Thus, a TSCA approval for the BCD technology was not jssued. To our
knowledge, the Guam unit has not been used in any other PCB contaminatied site.

Commentors 7

These comments voice strong opposition to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) intent to
issue a national permit/approval authorizing the U.S. Army to burn materials from the nation’s chemical
warfare agent stockpile that contain polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs}.

Commentor 7 A): EPA Violated The National Environmental Policy Act ("NEPA") By Not Preparing An
Environmental Impact Statement {"EIS") Evaluating Issuance Of The PCB Permit.

EPA failed to engage in any analysis pursuant to the National Envirenmental Policy Act (NEPA) to
gvaluate issuance of the an approval for the Army to incinerate PCBs pursuant to TSCA, EPA's failure
violates NEPA and necessitates postponement of any action by EPA regarding the TSCA permit until EPA has
met its obligations under NEPA to evaluate the environmental impacts of and alternatives to the Army's
chemical warfare agent incinerators. '

NEPA requires all federal agencies to evaluate the environmental impacts of major federal actions
significantly affecting the quality of the human environment. See 42 U.S.C. § 4332. This requirement
applies to EPA's issuance of a permit under TSCA, and its failure to prepare an EIS violates NEPA. Unlike
other environmental statutes, such as the Clean Water Act and Clean Air Act, TSCA contains no statutory
exemptions from NEPA's requirements. See 33 U.5.C. 1371 (Clean Water Act); 15 U.S.C.§ 783(c}(1)
{(Energy Supply and Environmental Coordination Act’s exemption for Clean Air Act).

EPA’s issuance of the TSCA permit should be postponed until EPA has met its obligations under NEPA
by preparing an EIS that evaluates the environmental impacts of and alternatives to the Army’'s plan to
incinerate PCB-contaminated materials. EPA’s failure to satisfy NEPA otherwise will subject the Army's

EPA Response: NEPA does not require the preparation of separate environmental impact statements by each



Agency involved in a particular project. In 1988, the U.5. Army prepared a Final Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement for its Chemical Stockpile Disposal Program. Subsequently, site-specific
ElSs were prepared for Chemical Agent Disposal Facilities in Tooele, Anniston, Pine Bluff, and Umatilia,

Since an EIS has been prepared for each facility covered by the draft PCB approval, NEPA requirements have
been met. . )

Commentor 7 B: The U.8. Constitution Requires That Citizens Who Will Likely Be Harmed Or Are Being

Harmed By The Construction And Operation Of The Army’s Incinerators Be Provided A Full Evidentiary
Hearing.

Commentor 7 B:  EPA Failed to Provide the Affected Public with Adeguate Notice and an Opportunity

to be Heard Regarding the Plan to Issue TSCA Approval For the Army to Incinerate Polychlorinated
Biphenyl Waste. ‘ '

EPA has failed to meet its obligations under the federal Administrative Procedures Act {APA) and the
Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) to provide the public with adequate notice of the Agency's plan to
provide nationwide PCB approval for the Army's proposed incinerators. The nationwide approval ptanned by
EPA would directly impact persons living in and around four areas of the country: Tooele, Utah; Pine Bluff,
Arkansas; Anniston, Alabama, and Umatilla, Oregon. Notices and a public meeting on this issue were
provided in Utah, but not elsewhere. For example, the vast majority of the Commentors are not aware of
notices placed in local and statewide newspapers, or even the Federal Register, that inform the public about
the plan to provide the Army with nationwide approval to incinerate PCBs, The majority of Commentors did
not receive direct mailings from the EPA, even though the Army and State agencies have mailing lists of
persons who wish to be informed of developments pertaining to the Army's chemical warfare agent
incinerators. This is clearly inadequate notice and opportunity to comment.

In addition, EPA has failed to provide adequate access to concerned members of the public throughout
the nation to documents that the Agency has reviswed and/or relied upon in its development of the plan to
provide the Army with nationwide approval to dispose of PCBs. This problem would have been greatly
atleviated by posting documents on EPA’s website and advising concerned community members that the
documents were available.

The Commentors are very concerned about the Army's incinerators disseminating PCBs throughout the
communities where the chemical warfare agents are stockpiled because, as EPA recently noted, exposure to
the 209 synthetic organic chemicals coliectively known as "PCBs" create "different levels of risk for harmful
effects” for people exposed to them and as a result of PCBs "resistance to degradation, PCBs persist in the
environment for decades.” See "Public Health Implications Of Exposure To Polychiorinated Biphenyls
{PCBs)," U.S, Public Health Service, The Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, U.5.
Department of Health and Human Services, and The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, (Revised
February 2, 1998). The Commentors do not want to see their communities and the environment around
them used as sacrifice zone for a badly conceived and implemented Army incineration program.

EPA Response: EPA is firmly committed to giving interested members of the public a voice in decision-making
processes that may affect the environment. For this reason, EPA has held public meetings in Utah and
Alabama for residents concerned about the proposed approval, even though the Agency's regulations for
PCB incinerator approval do not require formal notice and comment ¢n each approval issued. EPA also
intends to invite further public participation from each of the other communities {Pine Bluff, Umatilla}
involved in the Army’s destruction of chemical agent rockets containing PCBs. The issue of public
participation at other impacted communities wiil be reviewed by Regional Administrators. What form of
public participation and the scheduling of the event will be determined by the Regional Qffices. Should
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public meetings or hearings be appropriate, the time and location will be determined by the Regional Offices.
In addition to the efforts associated with the PCB approval, the Army has offered numerous occasions for
public participation in the development of the 1988 Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement as well
as the subsequent individual EISs for each site. There have also been extensive public participation
opportunities offered as a result of the RCRA permitting process for these sites. EPA believes that the
Commentors have had ample opportunity to provide meaningful input on the Army’s plans.

Commentor 7B:  The U.S. Constitution Requires That Citizens Who Will Likely Be Harmed By The
incineration of PCB-Contaminated Materials Be Provided A Full Evidentiary Hearing

At best, EPA has merely allowed some concerned members of the public to present oral and written
comments regarding the EPA's plan to provide nationwide approval for the Army to incinerate PCBs. This
process is grossly inadequate and contrary to the rights provided citizens by the U.S. Constitution.

There can be no legitimate dispute that as presently planned the Army's incinerators wili release deadly
contaminates into our environment including: chemical warfare agent; dioxins and furans; polychlerinated
biphenyls (PCBs); mercury; arsenic; lead; and a host of other known and unknown chemicals. Many of
these contaminates are persistent, which means they will remain in the environment and our bodies, in some
cases, for many years. Once ingested by humans, the contaminates emitted by the Army's incinerators can
cause a range of health effects including, cancer, birth defects, immune system effects, reproductive effects,
and learning disorders. There is no legitimate dispute that the present cancer rate in North America {before
adding emissions from all the Army's proposed incinerators) is an astounding 1 in 3,

It is highly likely that some of these Commentors, their children and other family members, neighbors,
and/or friends will ingest some of the PCBs and other dangerous contaminates emitted by the Army's
incinerators. As present background exposures to PCBs and dioxins, which cause cancer and non-cancer
effects, and other contaminates that may cause cancer are high, the impact of the emissions from the
Army's incineration of PCBs will significantly enhance the risk of harm and will likely cause harm. The first
victims of such emissions will be infants, children, the elderly, and persons who are already sick or have
suffered significant illness.

By approving the Army's request to incinerate PCBs, the EPA is subjecting these Commentors and other
impacted citizens to unwanted chemical exposure and ingestion of dangerous chemicais. No government
agency, state or federal, has the right to force upon its citizens the ingestion of dangerous chemicals.

Certainly, no government agency can cause harm or greatly increase the risk of harm without providing Due
Process.!

if the Commentaors are not provided an evidentiary hearing before an impartial decision-maker with full
discovery and the ability to use compulsory process (i.e., force key Army and EPA officials to testify under
oath) they will be unable to demonstrate that their position on critical issues like human health risk,
environmental risks, and the unproven, experimental nature of the prepesed incineration of PCBs is more

1 In Whitner v. State of South Carolina, 492 S.E.2d 777 (S.C. 1997), the South Carolina Supreme Court upheld
the conviction of a woman charged with child abuse. The charge of abuse was based upon the woman's ingestion of
cocaine, which in turn exposed her fetus to cocaine. While the Commentors do not pass judgment on the specifics
of that case, we see little difference between the criminal offense prosecuted by South Carolina officials and the
"permitted” distribution and subsequent ingestion of dangerous PCBs and other chemicals via the Army’s
incinerators. Does the likely exposure of the fetuses carried by pregnant women and the likely exposure of infants
and young children when the dangerous emissions are produced by the Army's incinerators suggest that the Army,
its contractors, and other government agency officials may be guilty of child abuse? '
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credible than the positions taken by the Army. In short, the Commentors must be permitted to test the
evidence the EPA and Army rely upon to prove the safety of the plan to incinerate PCBs. If the witnesses
and documents offered by the Army and EPA to support permitting the incineration of PCBs cannot
withstand the scrutiny of a fairly administered evidentiary hearing, then such approval must not be
permitted.

Below, the Commentors provide prima facie evidence that the incineration of PCBs at the Army's
operating or planned incinerators is not safe and cannot be adjudged worthy of approval under TSCA.,
Providing the type of hearing described above and mandated by the U.S. Constitution's Due Process
requirements will enable the Commentors to fairly prove their well-founded concerns.

EPA Response: Although the U.S. Constitution requires the due process of law before a person may be
deprived of life, liberty, or property, the amount of process that is due depends upon the nature of the
interests involved. EPA believes that the Commentors have been afforded adequate due process through the
public participation opportunities described above.

Commentor 7C:  The Army's Chemical Warfare Agent Incinerators Cannot Meet TSCA's Standards for the
Disposal of PCB-Caontaminated Materials.

Pursuant to TSCA, EPA must take action to prevent “an unreasonable risk of injury to health or the
environment." 15 U.S.C. § 2605(e)(2}{B). EPA "may not approve an incinerator for the disposal of PCBs
and PCR ltems unless [it] finds that the incinerator meets all of the requirements of paragraphs (a} and/or {b}
of [40 C.F.R. § 761.70]. Indeed, EPA must go further than merely verifying that the Army’s incinerators
fulfill the letter of the regulatory standards. Similar to exercise of EPA’s RCRA omnibus authority, pursuant
to TSCA EPA must protect the public and environment from unreasonable risk.

For the reasons set forth below the Commentors demand that EPA deny the nationwide Approval to
Dispose of Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) ("Draft Approval”). Alternatively, at a minimum, the
Cormmentors insist that EPA address the substantial questions, issues, and concerns raised by all
Commentors in a definitive matter, which necessitates withdrawal of the Draft Approvai, substantial revision
of the Draft Approval, and reissuance of the revised Draft Approval for public comment and hearing.

Commentor 7C:  The TOCDF/JACADS Trial Burn Data Relied Upon By EPA Is Grossly Defective and
Provides No Basis For Issuing An Approval to Incinerate PCBs

EPA's regulations require that an incinerator achieve a 29.9999 (6-9s) destruction and removal
efficiency (DRE) on PCBs. Draft Approval at 9. DRE is calculated by measuring the amount of PCBs placed
in the waste stream, and sampling to determine what amount is released into the environment from the
stack. Draft Approval at 9.

EPA failed to require and the Army failed to perform a DRE test consistent with agency regulations or
standards. The record made available by EPA does not indicate that the PCB testing done at TOCDF
included a precise measurement of the amount of PCBs that went into the incinerator during various tests.

Conseguently, EPA and the Army cannot know what percentage of the PCBs fed to the incinerator were
smitted from the stack.

EPA Response: In the early 1980s, the Army characterized the M55 rocket firing/shipping tubes in the
stockpile by sampling over 2000 tubes and chemically analyzing them for PCBs. The majority of the rocket
tubes were from the stockpile in Deseret Chemical Depot. The remainder of the tubes came from various
Army depots storing the M55 rockets. This data was presented for pubiic review at the public repositories
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during comment period for the TSCA PCB Draft Approval in the 1993 application submitted by the Army as
"Artachment -1, AEHA Hazardous Waste Study, Phase 3." We believe that this study presents statistically
valid results representative of PCB concentrations in the population of M55 rocket stockpile at the time of
the study. Data generated for the trial burns testing the DFS at Deseret Chemical Depot reveal that the PCB
concentration of the rockets may have decreased from slightly over 2000 ppm to slightly over 1000 ppm.
Such a change may have resulted from a change in the characteristics of the rocket population brought on
by significant reduction in the number of rockets in the stockpile as a result of studies in the disposal of the
rockets throughout the years at the nearby pilot testing facility and during the shakedown and start up
phases of the fuil scale DFS.

in addition, we believe it to be prudent to use the statistically derived PCB concentrations in the firing tubes,
1000 + ppm, for calculating DRE during testing. To collect samples from the firing tube for each rocket to
be fad into the DFS is time-consuming and costly. But the critical issue is the safety and health, not only of
the workers in the vicinity of the sampling sites, but of the surrounding community. The danger lies in the
extensive handling of the M55 rockets necessary to prepare the rockets for sampling. The rockets will
require packing into transperting containers, transporting to the work site, unpacking and moving the rocket
to the sampling focation. Because no remote or robotic sampling mechanism has been developed for
sampling the rocket tubes, operators must use manual tools to cut and disiodge a sample. During the
sampling procedures, the potential for dangerous consequences are threefoid. The potential for chemical
agent leaking from the warheads is compounded by potential activation of the explosive warhead as weil the
ignition of the propellant. These weapons are aging., They have been in storage for decades. There is a
history of detection of chemical agents from rockets and other weapons while in storage. Chemical agent
releases will not only affect the operators and personnel in the immediate area of the rockets and weapons
but also residents and the general public in surrounding areas. EPA believes the benefits derived from
sampling and analysis, i.e. a correction of a few ppms of PCBs, cannot be rationalized when compared to risk
1o health and safety of Army personnel and the general public in the surrounding communities,

Commentor 7C:  In addition, several significant errors or weaknesses in the JACADS testing provide no
support for EPA's Draft Approval.

« The narrative log for the test burn indicates numerous problems with the system and notes that
sampling was delayed during these system failures and shutdowns. As these types of systematic
probiems are to be an expected part of daily operations and wiil produce emissions and wastewater
and ash, the sampling should have been continued to monitor the efficiency of the system during
non-optimal conditions.

EPA Response: The protocol for stack sampling requires sampling to stop during shutdown of the waste
feed. To continue sampling when no waste is introduced into the incinerator woutd have the effect of
diluting the stack samples. When waste is not being incinerated, emissions of combustion species in the
stack gas diminishes, thus faise negative analysis may result. This protocol to stop sampling when feed is
shutdown serves to maintain the sample as representative of stack gases as possible. '

Commentor 7C:

+ The narrative log indicates that the end product ash was sampled after it had cooled. There is no
indication that the ash was monitored or tested in any way as the cooling process took place.
Because many of the contaminants of concern in this instance are volatile and semi-volatile organic
compounds that would tend to elute from heated media, this represents a potential totally
unmonitored source of air contamination and unreported system inefficiency.
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EPA Response: In demonstrations of standard commercial incinerators, samples of ash are retrieved from the
kiln discharge exit to determine if any residual PCBs remain. Prior to exiting the kiln, the ash may be sprayed
with water for cooling and for moistening to prevent dusting. The water vapors and gas flows through the
pollution abatement system and out the stack. Thus, all the volatile and semi-volatile compounds are drawn
up the stack except that small fraction which remains after cooling and sampled and analyzed. Thus all the
volatile and semi-votatile compounds are tallied.

In the Deactivation Furnace System, where the primary goal is to destroy the highly toxic chemical and
nerve agents, additional procedures are added on top of the normal incineration process to ensure that ali the
chemical agents are destroyed and removed prior to discharge of ash. After processing of the waste through
the kiln, where the standard incineration process ends, the ash is charged to the Heated Discharge Conveyor
where the kiln ash is exposed to 1000°F for an additional 15 minutes minimum. This procedure ensures that
ali of the toxic agents are destroyed and removed prior to discharge and also serves the purpose of removing
all the volatile and semi-volatile compounds. Subsequently, the ash discharged into an enclosed bin and held
in a holding chamber to cool prior to discharging. After discharging, the ash is analyzed to ensure complete
removal of chemical agent and confirmed prior to transport to a holding area where samples are collected for
analysis of hazardous components including PCB.

Commentor 7C:

« No sampie trains utilized had a recovery rate in the laboratory of more than 83.8 % of the PCB
spiked into the system. Therefore, the values reported for PCB emissions and utiiized to calculate
DRE should have been increased by a minimum of 16.2 % prior to the DRE calculation. The
average recovery rate for PCBs in the laboratory for all runs was a very low 68.93 %. Each sample
value reported should have been appropriately and proportionally adjusted for recovery rate prior to
caloculation of the DRE..

EPA Response: Protocols for calculating PCB emission do not include adjustment of emissions values from
spike and blank recoveries. To do so may incur false positive and false negative resuits. To adjust for
recoveries would have the affect of increasing emissions values when spike recoveries are low and would
decrease emission values when recoveries are high. Similarly with field blanks and trip and method blanks,
PCBs are frequently detected and recovered. Applying Commentor’s reasoning for requiring adjustment for
recovery rates, the detected PCBs in the blanks must be subtracted from the emission values. Subsequently,
the result after subtraction would be a lower PCB emission value or at times, a negative PCB emission value.
To be consistent, no adjustments are made.

Commentor 7;

e The concentrations of a pre-measured PCB surrogate feed into the incinerator during testing was
actually recoverable from the various sampling media. The average recovery rate for Run 1 was 67.74
%, Run 2 at 71.66 %, Run 3 at 70.21% and Run 4 at an astonishingly low 34.1 %. Five sampies in
Run 4 were spiked with PCB surrogate that was entirely undetected during analysis. Therefore, it is
clear that the DRE calculations presented were likely made on the basis of the small fraction of the
actual PCB recoverable by use of coliection Method 5 and standard anglytical laboratory protocol, In
any case, the DRE calculations presented must be adjusted proportional to recovery values provided by
QA/QC data.

EPA Response: See the previous response. The data which Commentor presents come from Trial Burn 1,
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Although a few of the recovery rates in the laboratory procedures are in the fow range, the recovery rates
fell within the acceptable range. For Trial Burn 1, the faboratory recovery rates are ail within the acceptance
range and no adjustment is necessary. Moreover, Commentor is reminded that the basis for the TSCA
Nationwide Approval is data generated from Triai Burn 2.

Commentor 7C:

In addition, despite prior experience at JACADS, TOCDF still had great difficulty achieving 99.9998
percent DRE during testing. This problem was primarily attributed to some gasket material in the incinerator
system that was alleged to contain trace amounts of PCBs. However, during a recent public meeting in Utah
on this issue, EPA officials admitted that no PCBs were detected on the actual gaskets used during the
testing. Therefore, claims by the EPA and the Army that some gasket material distorted the DRE test results

cannot be supported by the record. EPA must reject the TOCDF DRE test results as inadequate and deny the
Army's request to incinerate PCBs. '

EPA Response: This issue, i.e., gaskets containing PCBs, refers to test results from Trial Burn 1 at TOCDF.
Stack emission samples exhibited a high concentration of one specific PCB congener or configuration. Out
of 209 possible PCB congeners. or configurations, one was predominant. The congener 2.2'.4,4'-
tetrachlorobiphenyl was the major component of the PCB emissions. This same PCB congener was detected
in new gaskets identical to those installed In the incinerator. Analyzing unused gaskets gave assurance that
these items were not contaminated during the incineration operations. These gaskets were removed prior
the second trial burn. Results from Trial Burn 2 indicated that the offending congener was not present in the
stack emissions. EPA therefore concluded that PCBs from the gaskets in fact contributed to the PCB
emissions during Trial Burn 1. '

Commentor 7C:

Finally, it is very important to note that the test burn conditions relied upon by EPA to issue an approval
to the Army to burn PCBs is in no manner representative of operational conditions of the DFS at TOCDF.
The Army is presently bypassing the punch and drain steps in the process and feeding rockets directly into
the DFS. This process of incinerating essentially the entire rocket, shipping/firing tubes, agent, and the rest,
in the DFS has never been subject to test burns. The lack of testing means that little is known about DRE,
PICs, and other important issues that serve as indicators of the quality of DFS operations. Consequently,

EPA cannot rely on data that was produced during test burns that were not representative of real-life
operations.

EPA Response: EPA imposes certain restrictions on the operation of incinerators and other PCB disposal
technologies. These restrictions are based on test results from trial burns and formal PCB disposal
demonstrations. EPA requires that operations during PCB Disposal demonstrations be based on worst case
situations and scenarios. This includes weste feed rate. Thus, during the PCB Trial Burn Demonstrations the
warst case for PCBs was demonstrated, i.e., at the feed rate of 33 rotkets per hour. When incinerating
whole, intact rockets, rockets are processed at a rate of just under 2 rockets per hour. At the 2 rockets per
hour rate, the DFS operations comply with feed rate restrictions for chemical agent. This ensures effective
destruction of the toxic chemical agent. At this rate, PCBs are fed at one-sixteenth of the maximum rate
allowed. The low feed rate ensures effective destruction of PCBs and ensures that PCB emission rates are
far less than quantified during the trial burn. All other hazardous components of the rockets are fed at

equally Jower rates so that the emission rates of these hazardous wastes are equally less than guantified
during the trial burn,
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Commentor 7C:  The Approval To incinerate PCBs Fails to Provide Firm and Enforceable Standards

EPA must set firm and enforceable standards that are based on what is needed to adequately protect
human health and the environment. Once these standards are firmly set, EPA must require that the Army
and its contractors accurately and continuously collect and report on data obtained during incineratar
operations. The EPA must require the Army and its contractors to utilize on-iine gas chromatography or
"another system or combination of systems that will provide continuous emission information about all stack,
vent, and fugitive emissions, including but not limited to: PCBs, dioxins, furans, other dioxin-like chemicals,
chlorine, metals, and other hazardous compounds. The emission data collected must also be analyzed using
multi-dimensional gas chromatography / mass spectroscopy (MDGC/MS). Such a combination of analytical
techniques will provide the best data about the quantities and species of PCBs and other elements or
compounds being emitted from the Army’s incinerators.

All data and analyses collected and created by the referenced systems should be placed on-line for
general review by the public. Information must be placed on-line as it is collected and evaluated by the Army
and its contractors. In no case should the information provided by the Army and its contractors be made
available any later than it is made available to the EPA or state agencies, The EPA must also require the
Army and its contractors to certify the information placed on-fine. This will allow the public to determine the
status of the incinerator and will prompt citizen-directed enforcement action as needed.

The Draft Approval will not allow citizens te obtain timely or accurate information that will allow them to
protect their health and environment. One can hardly expect successful enforcement of requirements that
restrict the emission of PCBs without clear and timely data being made available regarding PCB incineration
activities. Speculation about how much PCBs {or other substance) may have been emitted during an upset
condition creating high level of carbon monoxide (CO)} is not an acceptable method for ensuring protection of
public health and enforcement. Moreover, specuiation about the quantity of PCBs being fed to the
incinerator or the amount of PCBs being emitted from the stack does not provide the EPA or citizens with
adequate tools for compliance monitoring and enforcement. EPA must require continuous monitoring and
publication of such information; otherwise effective compliance monitoring and enforcement will be
unattainable. The inability to ensure compliance monitoring and enforcement means that public health and
the environment cannot be adequately protected.

EPA Response: Commentor requests implementation of continucus monitoring eguipment for measuring
compounds such as PCBs, dioxin and other hazardous compounds. Recent advances in continuous
monitaring instrumentation include the development of continuous monitoring of heavy rmetals such as
mercury. However, technology for continuous monitoring of organic compounds has only advanced to the
point of measuring light hydrocarbons such as methane and other lower aliphatic hydrocarbens. Instruments
for detection of known specific compound(s) have been developed where a specific or fixad compoundis) is
incinerated at the terminal of a chemical production kine. However, these instruments cannot be used where
a wide range of unspeclified compounds may be emitted. Commentor also requests the use of "multi-
dimensional gas chromatography/mass spectroscopy {MDGS/MS} stating that MDGS/MS " and "will provide
the best data...." Initially, MDGS/MS is net a continuous monitoring technology, but a laboratory instrument
for analysis of samples collected during field operations. Secondly, Commentot’s Reference 3 (EPA 1989)
ciearly cites this technology as a research tool which is time consuming and costly. This technology is
currently not readily available.

Method 18, at 40 CFR 69 Appendix A, is an EPA-approved sermi-batch or intermittent method for monitaring
organic compounds. Method 18 prescribes the use of gas chromatography/mass spectroscopy {GC/MS)
using various types of detectors suitable for monitoring a limited assortment of organic compounds. The
method limits its use for organic compounds with relatively high vapor pressure. PCBs, dioxins and furans,
and other organic chemicals of concern maintain low vapor pressures. In addition, the sensitivity of this
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method is limited as observed by the detection limit being in parts per millien {in the range of milligrams per
fiter). PCBs, dioxins and furans are typicaily examined in concentrations of microgram and nanogram per
cubic meter {parts per billion and parts per trillion range). Technology has not advanced to the point where '
continuous monitering of complex organic compounds can be implemented.

The organic compounds contained in the stack gas are Products of Incomplete Combustion (PICs).
Continuous emission monitoring systems (CEMS) cannot detect pollutants of concern such as PCB and
dioxin. However, along with these poliutants of concern, the stack gas contains PICs which CEMS are
capable of detecting. Two of these PICs are carbon monoxide (CO) and a coliective assortment of
compounds termed total hydrocarbons (THCs). Because CO and THCs are PiCs, they are indicators of the
effectiveness of the combustion process. Because CO and THCs are PICs, they are used as surrogate PICs
for such pollutants of concern as PCB and dioxin. By using CEMs to quantify CO and THC, the combustion
process can be monitored and the CEM results used to monitor the combustion efficiency. The Clean Air
(CAA} and Hazardous Waste (RCRA} programs use carbon monoxide CEMS to monitor combustion
processes. PCB regulations under TSCA use carbon monoxide as combustion efficlency to evaluate

combustion processes. RCRA regulations require use of CEMS to monitor THC as well as CO to evaluate the
combustion process.

Monitoring of CO and THC continuously with CEMS is generally accepted by the agencies as reliable
indicators of the effectiveness of combustion processes. Until substantial progress incurs in the
development of continuous monitoring systems to accurately quantify pollutants of concern, agencies will
continue to implement CO and THC CEMS for evaluating the effectiveness of incinerator systems.

Commentor 7C:

Next, the Draft Approval specifies a destruction removal efficiency (DRE) of 99,9999 percent on PCBs.
However, in addition to problems mentioned previously, it is clear from the scientific literature that such
destruction efficiencies cannot be achieved on low concentrations of PCBs and other wastes in the waste
feed. To date, and despite indications at the Army's JACADS facility in the Pacific and Tooele facility in
Utah that the Army's incinerator cannot meet the 6-9s DRE standard, the EPA has falled 1o address how the
Army can be expected to incinerate relatively low concentrations (for DRE purposes) of PCBs in the Army's
waste stream. The EPA's findings regarding the TOCDF DFS incinerator indicate a high concentration of
PCBs in firing/shipping tubes for rockets of 5,800 ppm and an average concentration of 1,247 ppm. The

literature indicates that to achieve a 6-3s DRE using and incinerator requires a feed at concentrations at least
10,000 ppm.

Under EPA contract Midwest Research Institute (MRI) and others have performed extensive field tests
on a wide variety of practical incineration devices. The objectives of these tests were 10 characterize the
waste destruction performance of present incineration technology and to determine if any common factors
correlate waste destruction among full-scale units. To address the second objective MRI performed an
extensive statistical treatment of their data. The most significant statistical correlation found was the

relationship between waste penetration {= 1 - DRE/100) and waste concentration in the original feed
stream.

One item of significance in the study performed by MRI is that all points above the horizontal dashed
line {of Figure 8-1 in the study) represent nancompliance under the 99.99 percent DRE rule. These results
indicate that current technology has difficulty meeting the licensing regulations when the waste represents
less than 1,000 ppm in the feed stream. This finding has significance with respect to waste streams
contaminated by low concentrations of extremely hazardous materials {e.g. dioxin or ¢hiorophenol
contaminated pesticides).

it is important to note that Figure 5-1 in the MRI study and the data coliected there indicates that a8 DRE



217 -

of 89,9999 percent was achieved only with those chemicals present in the waste at concentrations greater
than 10,000 ppm; a DRE of 99.99 percent was achieved only with waste components present at
concentrations greater than 100 ppm. Therefore, low concentration of hazardous constituents and PCBs wiil
not be destroyed at a 4-9s or 6-9s DRE. The Army's incinerators will not achieve 6-8s DRE on
concentrations of PCBs less than 10,000 ppm.

EPA must establish trial burn and other testing conditions that will ensure the incinerator can handle the
types of wastes and concentrations present in the chemical warfare agent stockpile waste stream. This
specifically means testing to determine if the incinerator can destroy PCBs at less than 1 0,000 ppm and
other hazardous constituents at less than 100 ppm.

Moreover, DRE as defined by EPA, does not ensure adeguate "destruction” of the PCBs contained in the
Army's chemical warfare agent waste stream. There are significant quantities of PCBs and dioxins in ash
and other process streams. EPA does not evaluate how these wastes will be treated and what impact these
wastes will have on human health and the environment,

EPA Response: EPA has extensive experience and data which substantiate that incinerator systems are
capable of destroying PC8s to 99.9999% destruction and removal efficiency (six 9s DRE). Since 1986, four
companies have received TSCA approvals by demonstrating that their mobile or transportable incinerators
systems have the capability to destroy PCBs to six 9s DRE. In addition, seven fixed incinerators, located
throughout the country, have been approved to destroy PCBs. Although the MRI study indicated that
10,000 ppm of pollutant in waste feed was the lower threshold for achieving six 9s DRE, EPA evaluated and

approved equipment which destroys PCB to six 9s DRE using waste feeds containing PCBs at the 600 ppm
level.

When the MRI study was performed, incineration technology had not progressed to the point where certain
chemicals classed as hazardous waste were regenerated in the incinerator flue gas. For instance, if
Chioroform is used in the feed as a POHC, the resultant DRE may be very low, less than the required
99.99% DRE, because Chioroform is synthesized or regenerated in the incinerator flue gas. However, EPA

has not experienced this phenomenon with PCBs. The Army DFS has exhibited the required six 9s DRE at
the PCB feed rate levels in the M55 rockets.

Commentor 7D:  The Incineration Of the Army’s PCB-Contaminated Wastes and Other Wastes Will Result In
The Creation And Emission Of Unknown Chemicals That EPA Has Failed To Even Attempt To Assess of
Characterize.

As [Rachel] Carson warned in one of her last speeches, this contamination has been an unprecedented
experiment: "We are subjecting whole populations to exposure to chemicals which animal experiments have
proved to be extremely poisonous and in many cases cumulative in their effects. These exposures begin at
or before birth and - unless we change our methods - will continue through the lifetime of those now living.
No one knows what the results will be because we have no previous experience to guide us.”

-Vice President Al Gore, January 22, 1996

One of the little advertised features of incinerators is their ability to create new hazardous sibstances
from the waste stream being treated. These new creations are often referred to as products of incomplete
cambustion (PICs). The Army's incinerators will create and release PICs when PCB-contaminated and other
components of the Army's waste stream are incinerated. It is important to note that PICs are not created
and/or released by other techneologies that were not considered by the EPA or the Army.
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EPA Response: Commentor should be aware that none of the alternative technologies considered by the
Army has been demonstrated to destroy PCBs. The ACWA project has demonstrated three technologies to
destroy chemical agents. None of these technologies has processed the M55 rocket or parts of the rocket.
The PCBs are contained in the rocket firing/shipping tubes. '

Additionally, the three technologies demonstrated in the ACWA programs use chemical reagents to
destroy PCBs and other wastes. During the manufacturing process of these chemical reagents, significant
quantites of electrical power are consumed. In the generation of the electrical power, PICs, heavy metals
and other harmful chemicals may be discharged. During the manufacturing of the chemical reagents, waste
streams containing harmful organic compounds and heavy metals may be discharged with inadeguate
controis. Use of the chemical reagents to destroy PCBs and other waste may in turn result in vast quantities
of waste streams which must be neutralized and treated prior to discharge. Commentor must consider these
factors prior to advocating these alternative technologies.

Commentor 7D:

A recent EPA research report on the emissions of hazardous waste incinerators provides the following
critical assessment:

It can be concluded from these experiments that the current sampling and anatytical schemes for
characterizing HWC [hazardous waste combustion] emissions are inadequate and provide an incomplete
picture of the emission profile. This is primarily due to the presence of an extremely complex mixture of
organic compounds in the HWC emission samples..., the number of compounds suspected to be present in
incinerator emissions may be an order of magnitude greater than initially suspected,

Development of a Hazardous Waste Incinerator Target Analyte List of Products of Incomplete Combustion;
EPA Office of Solid Waste; National Risk Management Research Laboratory, Research Triangie Park (USEPA -
B800/R-98-076 July 1998) at 4-1 {emphasis added) {"EPA PIC Study 1888"). The information provided in
this EPA report reveals that any assessment of risks caused by emissions from the Army's incinerators is
flawed, it also means that the assessment of risks caused by release of chemicals from a the fitter units and
other facility components has not been properly characterized.

EPA Response: EPA notes that the emissions of compounds from the DFS which make up the PICs all were
below the hazardous risk assessment levels. Commentor cites a research project which undertook to
characterize emissions from the incineration of hazardous waste. The study focused on potential PIC
formation and to determine if these chemical compounds could be detected and guantified. To 'achieve this
goal, EPA researchers operated the combustion device used in this study at non-optimal conditions, thereby
increasing the potential for greater mass and greater variety of PICs to form. Commentor guotes from the
reference which concludes that "current sampling and analytical schemes for characterizing HWC emissions
are inadequate...” Commentor fails to indicate that the purpose of this study was to promote the formation
of PICs so that a list of analytes be developed "that should be investigated as PICs from hazardous waste
incineration.” To promote the formation of PICs the following sub-optimal conditions were implemented
during the study:

1. Metals, as catalysts, were injected in the feed to "promote any heterogeneous reactions forming
PCDDs/PCDFs."

2. Afterburner temperatures ranged from 458°C to 10b4°C,

3. The afterburner was shut off for a period of time in two of the tests.
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4. The combustion was performed in fuel-rich condition in several tests,

5. The exhaust gas from the test apparatus was passed through a full scale incineration unit equipped
with air pollution control equipment prior to refeasing to the atmosphere,

All of the items above point to the fact that conditions were designed and implemented to produce a
large variety of organic compounds to expand the list of potential PICs from incineration process so that
instrumentation and methods to detect and to monitor these potential PICs may be developed and improved.

Commentor 7D

In general, an evaluation of the literature on PICs indicates that oniy about fifteen (15} percent of the
PICs that will be produced by a hazardous waste incinerator have been identified.? Of course, this means
- that about ninety percent of PICs are unidentified. This enormous data gap poses serious concerns for
proper assessment of the human health and environmental risks posed by the operation of the Army's
incinerators. This problem of PIC identification, quantification, and toxicity analysis is well known to the
agencies and the incinerator industry, ‘

EPA Response: Commentor’s reference, i.e., Trenholm, et al, 1986, presents results from a survey of data
available in 1986. This technical paper indicates that emission tests performed prior to 1986 concentrated
on identifying compounds on the hazardous waste list in the RCRA Appendix Vil table (40 CFR 261
Appendix VIll, Hazardous Constituents). The paper indicates that up to 50% of the total hydrocarbons have
been identified. Additionally, Trenholm et al describes the initiation of an EPA project to quantify total mass
effluent from a commercial incinerator to provide engineering support for regulatory support. Commentor
was stating conditions as they existed in 1986.

Commentor 7D:

In an assessment of incineration, EPA found, "{vlery few tests have been conducted to identify and
quantify PICs from hazardous waste combustors under nonoptimum conditions.” * Moreover, the relationship
between incinerator performance during brief trial burns and that achieved during routine operations has been
characterlzed as foliows: "The trial burn data only indicate how well the incinerator was operating during the
time that the data were being taken, typically only a period of a few days. No information is obtained on
how the incinerator might respond if fuel, or especially waste, conditions change. ... It is difficult to
generalize the results of a trial burn to predict how the composition of the incinerator exhaust will change
under these varying conditions."” *

EPA Response: EPA agrees with Commentor's contention that it is, in fact, difficult to generalize trial burn

2 See, e.g., Trenholm, A.R., C.C. Lee, "Analysis of PIC and Total Mass Emissions from an Incinerator," U.S. EPA
and Midwest Research Institute.

3 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, "Background Document for the Development of PIC
Regulations for Hazardous Waste Incinerators, Draft Final Report, Washington, D.C., October 1989,

4 Staley, L., M. Richards, G. Huffman, and D. Chang, “Incinerator Operating Parameters Which
Correlate with Performance, " EPA/600/2-86/091, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington,
D.C., October 1986.
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results to predict emissions during non-optimal operating conditions or changing fuel and feed conditions.
Commentor's References 3 and 4 on this topic present results from EPA studies in support of developing
regulations to control emissions during changing operating conditions, Because difficulties exist in pin-
pointing the exact compoundl(s} in stack emissions, EPA confirmed in these studies that surrogate chemical
compounds exist in the flue gas suitable for continuous monitoring and appropriately representing PIC
emissions. EPA selected carbon monoxide (CO} and total hydrocarbons (THC) as PIC surrogates suitable for
continuous monitoring. Thus incinerator operations may be regulated by placing limits on CO and THC
emissions to maintain emission of PICs of concern beiow significant levels.

Commentor 7D:

The following observation from a EPA study is applicable to the Army's incinerators: "One present
concern for application of incineration technology is that the hazard associated with a waste stream may not
he removed even though the original waste compounds are destroyed. Transformation of the waste into
hazardous products of incomplete combustien (PICs} can potentially aggravate the hazard associated with
the waste stream. For example, a hazardous but nontoxic waste can be partially transformed into chiorinated
dibenzo-p-dioxins or dibenzofurans upon incineration.” 5 Chlorinated dioxins and furans are formed when
carbon and the halogen, chlorine, are present in the waste fed into incinerators and other combustion
systems. Polyhalogenated dioxins and furans and other dioxin-like chemicals will undoubtedly be among the
products of incomplete combustion released during the incineration of mixed waste, just as they are among

the "thousands of different compounds” that are, according to EPA, typically found in the stack emissions of
hazardous waste incinerator. ° —

EPA Response: Commentor quotes from the EPA study (Ref. b, Kramlich et al) which was "directed towards
determination of the identity and source of hazardous PIC’s observed in the exhaust of the turbulent flame
reactor.” The turbulent flame reactor was operated under stoichiometric but varying conditions including
sub-optimal conditions. The study concludes "conditions that promote high combustion efficiency will favor
reduced PIC emission.” PCB incineration regulations require operating conditions which ensure high
combustion efficiency, i.e., high temperature, residence time, excess oxygen and Combustion Efficiency.

Commentor 7D:

There has been no full identification of the mass of pollutants known to be present in stack gases in any
trial burn at any hazardous waste incinerator, nor is this likely to be achieved: "PIC emissions are composed
of thousands of different compounds, some of which are in very minute quantities and cannot be detected
and quantified without very elaborate and expensive sampling and analytical [S&A] techniques, Such
elaborate S&A work is not feasible in trial burns for permitting purposes and can only be done in research
tests. Very few research tests have been conducted to date to identify and guantify ail the PiCs in a typical
emissions sample, and whenever done were unsuccessful because sampling and analysis techniques are not

5 J.C. Kramlich, E.M. Poncelet, R.E. Charles, W.R. Seeker, G.S. Samuelsen, and I.A. Cole, "Experimental
Investigation of Critical Fundamental Issues in Hazardous Waste Incineration," EPA/G00/2-89/048, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, Research Triangle Park, North Carolina, September 1989,

6 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, "Standards for Owners and Operators of Hazardous Waste
Incinerators and Burning of Hazardous Wastes in Boilers and Industrial Furnaces; Proposed and
Supplemental Proposed Rule, Technical Corrections, and Request for Comments," 55 Fed. Reg. 82, April
27, 1994,
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available to identify or gquantify many of the potential compounds emitted, nor are toxicity data available for
all the compounds.” ’

EPA Response: Commentor does not guote directly from Reference 7 (US EPA 1990). Commentor's last
sentence {Very few....) is not part of the text quoted at page 17880 of the reference. Although EPA
acknowledges that current sampling and analytical technology do not profile incinerator emissions
completely, EPA believes that when operated efficiently, emissions from hazardous waste incineraters do not
pose an unreasonable risk to health and the environment. To quote from Reference 7, page 17880,
"Estimate of risk to public heaith resulting from PiCs, based on available emissions data, indicate that PIC
emissions do not pose significant risks when incinerators are operated under optimum conditions.” To
ensure PCB incinerators operate under optimum conditions, the PCB regutations require incinerators operate
at high temperature, two-second residence time, minimum excess air and 99.9% Combustion Efficiency.

Commentor 7D:

Al of the referenced studies point to the same conclusion: The incineration technology proposed by the
Army to dispose of PCB-contaminated materials produces unknown emissions that cannot be properly
assessed to determine the full extent of potential human health and environmental impacts. Consequently,
the EPA may not issue an Approval.

EPA Response: Commentor’s premise is correct that emissions from incinerators have not been 100%
characterized. However, based on current data we conclude that the operations from the DFS do not pose
an unreasonable risk to health and the environment when operated under optimum conditions (Ref.7}. The
TSCA Approval imposes operating conditions to ensure that whenever the sub-optimal conditions initiates,
she PCB feed will automatically be shut down. Moreover, data collected during Trial Burn 2 indicated that
PCRBs which were detected were just above the detection limit and orders of magnitude below the health risk
assessment level. Dioxin and furan emissions were orders of magnitude below the new emission standard of
0.2 ng/m®. Therefore, EPA believes that the Approval should be granted for operations of the TOCDF DFS.

Commentor 7E:  The Creation And/Or Release Of PCBs And Other Dioxin-Like Chemicals Will Cause Harm
and Present An Unreascnable Risk Of injury To Human Health And The Environment.

There are documented worldwide increases in the number of diseases or conditions of the reproductive
system in infants, children, and adults that may be linked to early exposures to hormonally active chemicals .
.. the world's populations of humans and wildlife participate in the ongoing experiment.

- From "Generations at Risk: Reproductive Health and the Environment™®

As mentioned previously, the Army's chemical warfare agent incinerators and related components will
create and/or release dangerous contaminates such as: PCBs, dioxins, furans, metals, and a host of other

known and unknown substances. As it is the focus of EPA's nationwide approval effort, we will first discuss
PCBs.

7 Id. (EPA 1990).

8 Schettler, Solomon, Valenti, and Huddle, "Generations at Risk: Reproductive Health and the
Environment," MIT Press 1999, pp. 168-169.
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Impacts Of PCBs Will Cause Harm.

Like its cousinhs from the dioxin family, PCBs are a very dangerous class of chemicals that are presently
spread throughout the world, including the bodies of most humans. The analysis of the dangers associated
with PCB emissions is similar to that of dioxins. Simply stated, people in the United States are already
overexposed to PCBs. The following passage makes the point. .

it appears that despite a twenty-year ban on U.S. production, PCB exposures at current ambient
environmental levels impair intellectual and motor development of children. The environmental

persistence of these chemicals and their tendency to bioaccumulate ensure continued exposure for years
to come.”

This statement is consistent with the views of many distinguished scientists who met in Erice, Sicily in
November 1995 regarding environmental endocrine disrupting chemicals. The consensus statement of those
scientists, in part, is reflected here.

The full range of substances interfering with natural endocrine modulation of neural and behavioral
development cannot be entirely defined at present. However, compounds shown to have endocrine
effects include dioxins, PCBs, phenolics, phthalates, and many pesticides. Any compounds mimicking or
antagonizing actions of, or altering levels of, neurctransmitters, hormones, and growth factors in the
developing brain are potentiaily in this group.

*® * * * %

Because certain PCBs and dioxins are known to impair normal thyroid function, we suspect that they
contribute to learning disabilities, including attention deficit hyperactivity disorder and perhaps other

neurological abnormalities. In addition, many pesticides affect thyroid function and, therefore, may have
similar conseguences.

Statement from the work session on environmental endocrine disrupting chemicals: Neural, endocrine and
behavioral effects, Erice, Sicily, November 1995 {emphasis in original).’®

9 “Generations at Risk," p.179 (emphasis added). See the review of the scientific evidence supporting the
quoted statement at pp. 175 - 179.

10 The authors of the Erice Statement are: Dr. Enrico Alleva, Head Section of Behavioral
Pathophysiology Institute of Neurobiology, Rome, ltaly; Dr. John Brock, Chief, PCBs and Pesticides
Laboratory National Center for Environmentai Health Centers for Disease Control Atlanta, GA; Dr.
Abraham Brouwer Associate Professor and Toxicology and Research Coordinator Department of
Toxicology Agricultural University Wageningen, The Nethertands; Ds, Theo Colbosn, Sentor Program
Scientist Wildlife and Contaminants Project World Wildlife Fund Washington, DC; Dr. M. Cristina Fossi,
Professor Department of Envirenmental Biology University of Siena, Siena, Italy; Dr. Earl Gray Section
Chief Developmental and Reproductive Toxicology Section US EPA Research Triangle Park, NC; Dr.
Louis Guillette, Professor Department of Zoology University of Florida Gainesville, FL; Peter Hauser,
MD, Chief of Psychiatry Service (116A) Baltimore VAMC 10 North Greene Street Baltimore, MD; Dr.
John Leatherland, Professor, Chair Department of Biomedical Sciences Ontario Veterinary Coliege
University of Guelph Ontario, Canada; Dr. Neil MacLusky, Professor Director Basic Research Div of
Reproductive Science Toronto Hospital Ontario, Canada; Dr. Antonio Mutti, Professor Laboratory of
Industrial Toxicology University of Parma Medical Scheol, Parma, Italy; Dr. Paola Palanza, Researcher
Department of Biology and Physiology University of Parma, Parma, Italy; Dr. Susan Porterfield Associate
Professor and Associate Dean of Curriculum Medical College of Georgia, Augusta, GA; Dr. Risto Santti,
Associate Professor Department of Anatomy Institute of Biomedicine University of Turku Turku, Finland;
Dr. Stuart A. Stein, Associate Professor or Neurology, Medicine, Pediatrics, OB-GYN, and Molecular and
Celtutar Pharmacology University of Miami School of Medicine, Miami, FL and Chief of Neurology
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EPA Response: The previous texts are excerpts from a document availabie at the electronic address:
www.ourstolenfuture.org/Consensus/erice.htm. This internet site addresses the topic of persistent poliutanis
and it effects on human health and is the web site for the book "Our Stolen Future,” t.e., commentor’'s
Reference 19. This discussion reinforces the need for effective destruction of PCBs. To date, only thermal
treatment which includes incineration has demonstrated effective disposal and destruction of PCBs.
Currently, there exists an absence of effective alternate technology to destroy PCBs, as discussed in
previous responses,

Commentor 7E:

We cannot afford to add additional PCBs to our already overexposed bodies and environment. As the
literature cited points out, we may already be at or above the danger point. The incineration technologies
proposed by the Army's create and release many known and unknown dangerous substances. No set of
approval conditions that could be crafted can erase the dangerous flaws in the proposed technologies.
Therefore, the EPA, by law, must reject the Army's plan to incinerate PCBs.

In fact, incineration is probably the worst technology from a public health and environmental
perspective. See, Pat Costner, D. Luscombe, M. Simpson, "Technical Criteria for the Dastruction of
Stockpiled Persistent Organic Pollutants,” Greenpeace, October 7, 1988, This report eloguentiy discusses
the weaknesses of incineration and describes other technologies that may be more suitable for dealing with
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EPA Response: Commentor’s reference, i.e., Coster, et al, cites current management practices for persistent
organic pollutants {e.g., PCBs) which include "storage, burial in landfilis, and/or burning in combustion
systems...also...injection in deep wells." Of these management practices, Coster, et al, state "...only
combustion systems accomplish some degree of destruction.” Coster, et al, outline performances for nine
modern destruction technologies. Of the nine, only one technology has been approved by EPA to dispose of
PCBs, i.e., catalytic hydrogenation used to destroy PCBs in waste oil. The remaining eight technologies have
not demonstrated destruction of PCBs to TSCA standards. Thus far, only catalytic hydrogenation has been
commercialized, but only 1o treat fluids and not solid material such as rocket tubes. Of all the technologies

addressed by Coster, et ai, only incineration meets the standards for disposal of PCBs in solid matrices such
as rocket tubes.

Commentor 7E:

As documented above, PCBs are of great concern to human health because they are resistant to
breakdown in the environment and concentrate in the fatty tissues of animals and people. Recently, the
U.S. Public Health Service, The Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry noted:

"Recent findings indicate that susceptible populations {e.g., certain ethnic groups, sport anglers, the
elderly, pregnant women, children, fetuses, and nursing infants) continue to be exposed to PCBs via fish and
witdlife consumption. Human health studies discussed in this summary indicate that: 1) reproductive function
may be disrupted by exposure to PCBs; 2) neurobehavioral and developmental deficits occur in newborns and
continue through school-aged children who had in utero exposure to PCBs; 3) other systemic effects (e.qg.,
self-reported liver disease and diabetes, and effects on the thyroid and immune systems) are associated with

Children's Hospital of Orange County, Orange, CA; Dr. Frederick vom Saal Professor Division of
Biological Sciences University of MO Columbia, MO; Dr. Bernard Weiss Professor Department of
Environmental Medicine University of Rochester School of Medicine and Dentistry Rochester, NY.
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elevated serum levels of PCBs; and 4) increased cancer risks, e.g., non-Hodgkin's lymphoma, are assbciated
with PCB exposures.”"

in fact, separate studies on U.5., Dutch, Japanese, and Taiwanese populations link fetal and infant
exposure to PCBs with a wide range of neurological and developmental problems, including lower 1Q, poor
short term memory, slower reflexes, poor reading comprehension, low birth weight, and poor cognitive
functioning.’> When alternatives to incineration are clearly available there is no reason to subject humans or
the environment to the dangers of PCBs.

PCBs can "bio-magnify,” increasing in concentration at each higher levet of the food chain. Fobd chain
exposures to PCBs can exceed inhalation exposure by 10 to 3000 times, depending on food consumption
patterns.’” The EPA is also well aware of the fact that PCBs often travel long distances to impact
communities and water bodies that are some distance away from the source of the PCBs. The issue of iong
and medium range transport of PCBs and other persistent compounds is most evident in EPA's work invoiving
the Great Lakes. See, e.g., Great Lakes Mass Balance Study. Spreading the risk of PCB dispersion through
poorty designed incineration fails to protect hurman hedlth or the environment from unreasonable risk as

11¢Public Health Implications Of Exposure To Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs),” U.S. Public Health
Service, The Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services, and The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (Revised February 2, 1999).

12 Longnecker, MP, WJ Rogan and G Lucier, "The human health effects of DDT
(dichlorodiphenyltrichioroethane) and PCBs (polychlorinated biphenyls) and an overview of
organochlorines in public health," Annual Review of Public Health, 18:21 1-244, 1997.

Jacobson, JL, SW Jacobson, GG Fein, PM Schwartz, JK Dowler, "The effect of PCB exposure on visual
recognition memory," Child Development 56: 853-860, 1985,

Jacobson, JL, SW Jacobson, HEB Humphrey, "Effects of exposure to PCBs and related compounds on
growth and activity in children," Neurotoxicology and Teratology 12: 3 19-326, 1990.

Jacobson, JL, SW Jacobson, HEB Humphrey, "Effects of in utero exposure polychlorinated biphenyls and
related contaminants on cognitive functioning in young children," Journal of Pediatrics 116: 38-43, 1990.
Jacobson, 1.L. and S.W. Jacobson, "Intellectual Impairment In Children Exposed to Polychlorinated
Biphenyls In Utero," New England Journal of Medicine 335:783-789, 1996.

Lanting, C.I. "Effects of Perinatal PCB and Dioxin Exposure and Early Feeding Mode on Child
Developtment,” Thesis, 1998, '

Patandin, S. "Effects of Environmental Exposure to Polychlorinated Biphenyls and Dioxins on Growth and
Development in Young Children, A Prospective Follow-up Study of Breast-fed and Formula-fed Infants
from Birth Untit 42 Months of Age."” Thests, 1999,

Rogan WI and BC Gladen, "Neurotoxicology of PCBs and related compounds,” NeuroToxicology 13: 27-
36, 1992,

Taylor, PR, JM Stelma, CE Lawrence, "The relation of polychlorinated biphenyls to birth weight and
gestational age in the offspring of occupationally exposed mothers,” American Journal of Epidemiology
129: 395-406, 1989,

Wasserman, M, M Ron, B Bercovici, D Wasserman, S Cucos, A Pines, “Premature delivery and
organochlorine compounds: polychlorinated biphenyls and some organochlorine insecticides,"
Environmenta! Research 28: 106-112, 1982, )

Rogan, WJ, BC Gladen, JD McKinney, N Carreras, P Hardy, et al,"Neonatal effects of transplacental
exposure to PCBs and DDE," Journal of Pediatrics, 109: 335-341, 1986.

B 1, Cleverly, U.S. EPA, G. Ricé, U.S. EPA, S. Durkee, U.S. EPA,F. Bradforn, ORNL, C. Travis, ORNL,
"Estimating Total Human Exposure to Toxic Air Pollutants Emitted from the Stack of Municipal Waste
Combustors," paper presented at the 1993 International Municipal Waste Combustion Conference,

Williamsburg, VA, March 30,-April 2 (Sponsored by the Air and Waste Management Association and the
U.S. Environmental Pro‘;ection_Agency.)
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mandated by TSCA.,

What is most disturbing about EPA's plan to provide the Army with nationwide approval for the
incineration of PCB-contaminated wastes is that the Agency callousty disregards current human health and
environmental issues that clearly warrant a ban on emissions of BCRBs, dioxins, and other dangerous
substances. Examples of current PCB impacts are apparent in the communities in and arcund Anniston,
Alabama.’* Anniston is one of the communities slated to receive an incinerator to dispose of the stockpiie of
chemical warfare agents stored there. ‘

EPA Response: Numerous reports are available in open literature discussing the effects of PCBs on human
health. The draft document of the dioxin risk reassessment, soon to be published, addresses these human
health concerns. In Anniston, the presence of PCB contamination remains from past industrial practices.
Programs are in place to remediate these sites containing PCB and other contaminants. The current problem
of disposal of chemical agent and chemical agent weapons is equally urgent because these weapans are
aging and are leaking and pose a definite risk to human health and the environment. Test results from the
Tooele DFS trial burn show that the chemical agents as well as PCBs were destroyed to levels which pose ne
unreasonable risk to health and the environment.

Commentor 7E:

The Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) has found that "{e]xposures 1o PCBs in
soil in parts of Anniston present a public heaith hazard."'" ATSDR further found that "young children [in
Anniston] have elevated levels of PCBs."'® EPA has failed to consider the current human heaith and
environmental conditions in and around Anniston, Tooele, Umatilla, and Pine Biuff before deciding to allow
the Army to incinerate PCB-contaminated materials, This is & gross abdication of EPA's responsibility to
protect human health and the environment."”

EPA Response: A risk assessment for each facility will be in place prior to the start of operation at each
location. At Tooele, the health risk assessment inciuded a PCB emission rate which would protect human
heaith and the environment. The tria! burns at Tooele confirmed that PCB emission rates from the DFS posed
no unreasonable risk to health and the environment. The emission rates from Trial Burn 2 indicated that the
PCB emission rates were orders of magnitude lower than the health risk assessment value. Tests will be
performed and results reviewed at Anniston, Pine Bluff and Umatilla prior to initiation of disposat operations.

To address the current sites contaminated with PCBs and other chemicals, EPA has in place remediation

14 Some of the story behind the PCB contamination in Anaiston is well told in a recent published article.
See, What Monsanto Knew: Outraged by PCB Contamination, an Alabama Town Unearths a Company’'s
Past, by Nancy Beiles, The Nation, May 2000 (attached).

15 Evaluation of Soil, Blood & Air Data From Anniston, Alabama Callioun County, Alabama, ATSDR
Health Consuitation, Executive Summary.

16 1d.

17 EPA's failure to consider the impacts on the children of Anniston and those in and around the other
impacted areas violates the President's directive on protecting the health of children from environmental
contaminates, See, Executive Order 13045.
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projects to ciean up these sites. Because of existing contamination in the area, it is doubly important to
destroy the chemical agents and chemical weapons, including the PCBs in the rockets, to preciude further
contamination from potential release of chemicals from the facility.

Commentor 7E:

Moreover, EPA has failed to consider the Environmentat Justice consequences of allowing the Army to
incinerate PCB-contaminated materials in its chemical warfare agent incinerators. Communities that are
politically disenfranchised or that have been historically subject to discrimination live in and around the areas
where the Army plans to incinerate PCB-contaminated material and other components of the chemical
warfare agent stockpile. The failure of the EPA to fully assess the consequences of the planned PCB
incineration Approval on these communities violates their civil rights and principles of Environmental Justice.
See, e.g., Executive Order 12898, The further failure to consider iess harmful alternatives to incineration is
a violation of NEPA and the Executive Order.™

EPA Response: EPA is firmly commiited 1o incorporating the principles of environmental justice into its
decision-making processes. As directed by Executive Order 12898, EPA makes every effort to conduct its
programs, policies, and activities that substantially affect human health and the environment in a manner that
ensures the fair treatment of ali people, including minority populations and/or low-income populations. An
initial review of census data for the areas surrounding the Army’s M5B chemical agent rocket stockpiles at
Tooele, Utah, Anniston, Alabama, Pine Bluff, Arkansas, and Hermiston, Oregon, indicates that some of these
communities could be minority or low-income communities. However, EPA believes that a complete
environmental justice analysis is unnecessary, because EPA has determined that the best solution to minimize
potential risks to the surrounding communities from the chemical weapons stockpiles located near them is
on-site destruction in a DF8 :

' These weapons are aging. They have been in storage for decades. There is a history of detection of
chemical agents from rockets and other weapons while in storage. Chemical agent releases will not only
affect the operators and personnel in the immediate area of the rockets and weapons but also residents and
the general public in surrounding areas. Transportation of the rockets to another site would require moving
these rockets through the surrounding neighborhoods and pose additional unnecessary risks. Finatly, as
already discussed, alternative destruction technologies are not a practical option. Therefore, EPA Dbelieves
that it has adequately considered the impacts on all of the communities surrounding these rocket stockpiles.

Commentor 7 footnote 18

18 Implementation of non-incineration technologies for destruction of chemical weapons, including those
containing PCBs, could greatly reduce the risk of exposure to PCBs throughout the demilitarization
process. Some technologies - including some of the technologies being demonstrated through the
Assembled Chemical Weapons Assessment (ACWA) program - have proven capability of treating PCBs to
EPA's required DRE and have achieved overall greater destruction efficiency of PCBs than that of
incineration. The very nature of the ACWA review criteria and demonstration results, establishes that
these technologies are also much more likely to be accepted by the public than is incineration. The Army
and EPA would be well served to seek destruction technologies which accomplish greater protection of
public health and the environment from PCBs, dioxins and other persistent chemicals which would
otherwise be released through an incinerator smokestack. '
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Implementation of non-incineration technologies for destruction of chemical weapons, including those
containing PCBs, could greatly reduce the risk of exposure 10 PCBs throughout the demilitarization precess.
Some technologies - including some of the technologies being demonstrated through the Assembled
Chemical Weapons Assessment (ACWA) program - have proven capability of treating PCBs to EPA's required
DRE and have achieved overall greater destruction efficiency of PCBs than that of incineration. The very
nature of the ACWA review criteria and demonstration results, establishes that these technologies are also
much more likely to be accepted by the public than is incineration. The Army and EPA would be well served
to seek destruction technologies which accomplish greater protection of public health and the environment
from PCBs, dioxins and other persistent chemicals which would otherwise be released through an incinerator
smokestack.

EPA Response: Commentor’s claim that PCBs have been treated using technologies being developed through
the ACWA program is erroneous. Progress on alternative technologies includes treatment of the chemica!
agent only. Authorization has been received to proceed with pilot studies in Maryland and indiana to dispose
of mustard agent and VX {web site - http://www-pmed.apgea.army.mil/m_body.asp). Treatment of weapons
containing agent has been demonstrated oniy on small scale units, None of the technologies have treated
M55 rockets or its components. The firing/shipping tubes in the MBS rockets contain PCBs. Hence, the
technologies being developed under the ACWA Program has failed to treat any PCBs.

EPA welcomes the effort put forth by the Army through the ACWA Program to develop alternate
technologies to destroy PCBs, For over a decade, EPA has evaluated numerous technologies, including
chemical dechlorination, plasma arc furnaces, gaseous phase hydrogenation, and solvated electron. EPA
approved chemical dechlorination processes, thermal desorption units, sofl washing process using solvent
extraction, and catalytic hydrogenation. EPA observed some success with solvated glectron technology.

Commentor 7E:  The Impacts From Dioxin Emissions Will Cause Harm.

Although EPA's planned approval only focuses on PCBs, the Agency is well aware that the incineration of
PCB-contaminated materials will also create other dangerous emissions. One dangerous chemical that is

often analyzed together with PCBs because of similarities in persistence and health and environmental impact
is dioxin.

in general, the family of chemicals referred to as dioxin has been described as foilows:

In the world of synthetic chemicals, dioxin has enjoyed the reputation of being the worst of the
troublemakers--the most deadly, the most feared, and the most elusive to sclentists seeking to unravel
the secrets of its toxicity. Lab tests had shown dioxin to be thousands of times more deadly than
arsenic to guinea pigs, who died after swallowing only one-millionth of a gram per kilogram of body
weight, and the most potent carcinogen ever tested in a number of animal species.

... the chemical known to scientists as 2,3,7,8-TCDD [one form of dioxinl and to the public as the
"most toxic chemical on earth”-is for the most part an inadvertent by-product of twentieth-century life, a
contaminant created during the manufacture of certain chlorine-containing chemicals such as pesticides
and wood preservatives . . . incinerating trash . . . and burning fossil fuels. Like DDT and PCBs, dioxin
is a fat-loving persistent compound that accumulates in the body. And like other persistent chemicals it
has been detected virtuaily everywhere-in air, water, soil, sediment, and food.

Although discussion usually focuses on 2,3,7,8-TCDD, it is important to remember this is only the most
toxic and notorious member of the dioxin family, which contains 74 other problematic chemicais.
Moreover, dioxin is found more often than not in the company of furans-a related family of contaminants
containing 135 chemicals with a structure similar to dioxins and with similar toxic and biotogical effects
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on animats.'®

Actually, the dioxin family is likely even larger than described in the passage quoted when one considers
brominated, bromochloro, and sulfur analogs of dioxins and furans.”

in an effort to understand and assess the potential impacts of dioxin and related compounds, EPA has
heen involved in an evaluation of these dangerous chemicals. EPA has provided, in part, the following
assessment:

.. . [data suggests} dioxin results in a broad spectrum of biochemical and biological effects in
animals and, based on limited data, some of these effects occur in humans. Relatively spezking, these
exposures and effects are observable at very low levels in the faboratory and in the environment when
compared with other environmental toxicants. [emphasis in original] (EPA’s Dioxin Health Assessment,
Draft, Aug. 1994) at 9-74, :

These compounds . . . are extremely potent in producing a variety of effects in experirﬁental animals
based on traditional toxicology studies at levels hundreds or thousands of times lower than most
synthetic chemicals of environmentai interest. In addition, human studies demonstrate that exposure to
dioxin and related compounds is assoclated with subtle blochemical and biological changes whose
chinical is as yet unknown . . . id. at 9-74 to 9-75. '

A large variety of sources of dioxin have been identified and others may exist. Because dioxin-like
chemicals are persistent and accumulate in biological tissues, particularly in animals, the major route of
human exposure is through ingestion of foods containing minute quantities of dioxin-like compounds.
Certain segments of the population may be exposed to additional increments of exposure by being in
proximity to point sources or because of dietary practices. [Emphasis in original] Id. at 9-75.

There is adequate evidence based upon all available information, including studies in human populations
as well as in laboratory animals and from ancillary experimental data, to support the inference that
humans are likely to respond to a broad spectrum of effects from exposure to dioxin and related
compounds, if exposires are high enough. These effects will likely range from adaptive changes at or
near background levels of exposure to adverse effects with increasing severity as exposure increases
above background levels. [Emphasis in original] Id. at 9-79.

In TCDD-exposed men, subtle changes in biochemistry and physiolagy, such as enzyme induction,
altered levels of circulating reproductive hormones, or reduced glucose tolerance, have been detected in
a limited number of available studies. These findings, coupled with knowledge derived from animal
experiments, suggest the potential for adverse impacts on human metabolism and developmental and/or
reproductive biology and, perhaps, other effects in the range of current human exposures . . . As body
burdens increase within and above [average background intake], the probability and sevetity as well as
the spectrum of human noncancer effects most likely increase . . . the margin of exposure (MOE)
between background levels and levels where effects are detectable in humans in terms of TEQs is
considerably smaller than previously estimated. {Emphasis in original]. [d. at 9-81.

With regard to carcinogenicity, a weight-of-evidence evaluation suggests that dioxin and related
compounds ({CDDs, CDFs, and dioxin-like PCBs) are likely to present a cancer hazard to humans.
[Emphasis in originail. Id. at 9-85.

19 "Qur Stolen Future," p. 113.

20 EPA PIC Study 1998 at 1-1 (complete citation in text).
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Concerning the carcinogenicity of dioxin-like compounds, the International Agency for Research on
Cancer {IARC} which is part of the World Health Organization (WHO) has formally defined the most potent
member of the dioxin family as being carcinogenic to humans. See, 1997 Abstract of IARC Monograph.
Among other things, the IARC stated that "[b]ecause of the long half lives of many [dioxin-like] substances in

humans (e.g., ca. 7 years for TCDD), a single, acute exposure from the environment results in the exposure
of the potential target tissues for a period of years.” Id. at 1.

Physicians and scientists who have reviewed EPA's work on the assessment of dioxin as weli as other
data concerning the current impacts of diexins provide similar warnings.

The extensive six-year EPA review documents a wide range of health effects that result from exposure
to dioxin, some of which occur at extremely low exposure levels, and provides impeortant information
about dioxin sources. Although there is some variation with geographical ocation and diet, many people
have dioxin levels at or near those known to cause harmful effects in animal studies.”!

Investigators in the Netherlands found that higher dioxin levels in breast milk correlate with lower thyroid
hormone levels in breast-feeding infants.?* This finding is particularly important since the correlation
appears at current levels of ambient dioxin exposure. Moreover, in pre-term and low-birth-weight
babies, decreased thyroid hormone in the first weeks of life is associated with increased risk or
neurological disorders, including the need for special education by age nine.®

Once dioxin occuples the receptor in a human cell, researchers have found it binds to DNA in the cel
nucleus, prompting many of the same changes in gene expression seen in animal experiments. Humans
seem no less sensitive to this effect, But what happens afterwards to produce all of dioxin's disparate
biclogical effects, including developmental disruption, remains a mystery. However it happens, dioxin
acts liké a powerful and persistent hormone that is cdpable of producing lasting effects at very low
doses--doses similar to levels found in the human population.”* :

... no matter which agency's calculations are used to establish safe daily intake fevels of dioxins, the
average daily intake of the average person, approximately 120 pg, exceeds or equals them all. The
average daily intake of Americans, which is ebout 2 pg/kg bw (Schecter, 1299) is more than 200 times
higher than the EPA dose, twice the ATSDR MRL, and in the middle of the WHO TDI range. If dioxin-like
PCBs are included, then the daily intake of dioxin Is that much higher than these.standard guidelines . . .
the average daily intake of dioxin in the U.S. is well above these federal and international guidelines.?

.. . dioxin harms people at body burden levelis ranging from 14 to 83 ng/kg, levels comparable to those

21 “Generations at Risk,” p. 170 (emphasis added), citing, Birnbaum LS. The mechanism of dioxin
toxicity: relationship to risk assessment. Environ Health Perspect 102(Suppl 9): 157-167, 1994,

22 “Generations at Risk," p. 175, citing, Koopman-Esseboom C, Morse D, Weisglas-Kuperus N, et al.

Effects of dioxins and polychlorinated biphenyls on thyroid hormone status of pregnant women and their
infanis. Pediatr Res 36:468-473, 1994,

23 "Generations at Risk," p. 175 (emphasis added), citing, den Oden AL, Verkerk PH, et al. The
relation between neonatal thyroxine levels and neurodevelopmental outcome at age 5 and 9 years ina
national cohort of very preterm and/or very low birth weight infants. Pediatr Res 39:142-145, 1996.

24 "Qur Stolen Future," p. 120 (emphasis added).”

25 Center for Health, Environment and Justice, “American People's Dioxin Report: Technical Support
Document,” Falls Church, VA, November 1999, at 33.
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that harm other animals. If depression of the immune system occurs at 7 ng/kg . . . and Americans have
an average dioxin body burden of 10 ng/kg, then the immune system of some Americans may be
compromised, and any general increase in dioxin exposure may be even more harmful to the general
population. Whether one uses daily intake rates or body burdens, the tevels of dioxin that Americans
have been exposed to are harmful or just short of being near harmful. Dioxin is an ubiguitous toxin that
reaches people in a most fundamental way: through our food. Whether that food comes from

supermarket shelves, fish in a river, or breast milk, it contains measurable and often harmful amounts of
dioxin.”®

As the work done by EPA and the analyses provided by independent physicians and scientists makes
clear, we already have enough dioxin in our bodies to cause a variety of health effects. Adding more dioxin
to the environment through incineration of the Army's PCRB-contaminated materials will surely cause harm or
increase the harm already being experienced.

EPA's concerns about dioxin and related compounds are shared by the Agency for Toxic Substances and
Disease Registry (ATSDR). See, ATSDR Toxicological Profife for Chlorinated Dibenzo-p-Dioxins, December
1998. ATSDR outlines a number of important concerns regarding dioxin:

[Blecause of the magnitude of uncertainty in dose response relationships for 2,3,7,8-TCDD, the
possibility that current background exposures may be sufficient to contribute to a risk of adverse health
effects in human populations cannot be completely exciuded. {ld. at 2686].

Children appear to be unusually susceptible to the dermal toxicity of 2,3,7,8-TCDD . . . Additionally, the
available animal data suggests that the developing fetus is very sensitive to 2,3,7,8-TCDD-induced
toxicity. 2,3,7,8-TCDD appears to interfere with the development of the reproductive, immune, and

nervous systems; the mechanisms of action for these toxic effects have not been elucidated. ild. at
3171

ATSDR also noted that children face additional risks of exposures to 2,3,7,8-TCDD through dietary habits if
they are: breast-fed; children of local fishers who consume larger amounts of local fish than the general
population; children of subsistence hunters; or children of subsistence farmers. Id. at 477 - 478. In general
. populations that face potentially high exposures to 2,3,7,8-TCDD include: persons exposed through
environmental contamination; persons living near waste disposal facilities; recreational and subsistence
fishers; subsistence hunters; and subsistence farmers. |d. at 485 - 497. Unfortunately, it is clear that the
Army's incinerators will create dioxin and dioxin-like compounds and cause them to be refeased into the
environment. It is equaily clear on the present record that EPA has failed to analyze the combined impacts
of the PCBs, dioxins, and other hazardous compounds that will be released by the Army's incinerators.

in sum, because the Army incinerators will release PCBs, dioxins, and other hazardous chemicals, and
harmful effects may already be occurring as a result of current exposures (o these compounds, there are no
Approval conditions that can adequately protect human health and the environment, Consequently, EPA
must deny the Army's request for nationwide approval to incinerate PCB-contaminated materials.

EPA Response: EPA has participated in the evaluation of the Army’s DFS operations during trial burns at both
Johnston Atoll and Tooele, Utah, Although the DFS at Johnston Atoll is siightly smaller in scale, the DFS
unit at Tooele is a duplicate of the DFS units at Anniston, AL; Umatilla Co., OR; and Pine Biuff, AR.
Therefore, EPA expects that performance test results from the Toocele unit to be similar if not identical to
those at Anniston, Umatilla and Pine Bluff. Test results from Tooele indicated that the PCB incinerator

26 Id. at36.
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standard of 99.9999% destruction and removal efficiency were surpassed, the PCB emission rate was orders
of magnitude lower than the health risk assessment {HRA) value, the dioxin TEQ emission rate was also
orders of magnitude below the HRA value, and that emissions of other hazardous material met HRA values,
Therefore, EPA has determined that the performance of the DFS units do not pose unreasonabie risk to
health and the environment and that a nationwide approval should be granted.

Commentors 7 Conclusion

EPA's plan to allow the Army to incinerate PCB-contaminated materials in Anniston, Pine Bluff, Toosgle,
and Umatilla violates NEPA, TSCA, the civil rights of the directly impacted populations, principles of
Environmental Justice, and the rights of children. EPA has failed to properly notice the public and provide:
accessible information regarding its intentions to provide authorization for the Army to incinerate PCB-
contaminated wastes. In addition, members of the public who wili be injured by the release of PCBs and
other dangerous substances have not been afforded an evidentiary hearing. '

These serious deficiencies require EPA to deny the Army's request for nationwide approval to incinerate
PCB-contaminated wastes. In addition, any temporary approvals for PCB incineration that may have been
provided to the Army for operations in Tooele or on Kalama Island must be immediately withdrawn.
Alternatively, the Draft Approval must be withdrawn, revised, and reissued for pubiic comments and the
proper evidentiary hearings once the noted deficiencies have been corrected.

EPA Response: EPA has determined that the DFS units do not pose an unreasonable risk to health and the
environment. At each of the remaining impacted communities, public participation will be scheduled and all
comments received will be fully considered and evaluated as part of EPA’s determination whether or not to
grant the facility operational status. Furthermore, requirements of NEPA have not been circumvented.
Elements of Environmental Justice have been examined and EPA has concluded that the most effective way
to mitigate potential risks from aging chemical weapons stockpiles to communities surrounding the relevant
sites is on-site incineration in a DFS. Therefore, EPA belfieves that treatment of the chemical agent M55
rocket, subject to provisions of RCRA and TSCA, does not pose unreasonable risk to health and the
environment and that the nationwide approval should be issued.
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Responses to Comments During the Public Hearing Held on April 11, 2000 in
Tooele, Utah on the TSCA Draft Approval for the Army DFS.

The following are responses to comments during the public hearing held in Tooele, Utah April 11,
2000, regarding the nationwide TSCA Draft Approval for the U.S. Army Deactivation Furnace System
{DFS) based on operation performed at the Deseret Chemical Depot Army Chemical Agent
Incinerators. The public comment notice was published in Sait Lake City and Tooele focal periodicals.
Public comment period began February 25, 2000 and closed April 28, 2000. Comments were
reproduced, as much as practicable, verbatim,

Commentor 8

My first concern for my clients is that this approval is, from all appearances, {based on the questicns
and answers that we had informally before this meeting} from the record, apparently going to give approvai
+0 burn PCBs, in the Deactivation Furnace {DFS) not just at Tooeie, but at three other facilities, none of
which have actually completed construction. None of which have their RCRA permit complete. None of
which have done trial burns for PCB DRE {Destruction and Removal Efficiency). Based on several factors that
have become apparent from experience at the Tooele facility, additional trial burns are required to determine
actual PCB Destruction and Removal Efficiency (DRE) even at Tooele, let alone these other facilities, which
have never been tested. For example, we now know that chemical warfare agent is gelling or solidifying in
weapons, including rockets, and the permittees now are incinerating undrained rockets, full rockets, at
Tooele. That process, of incinerating full rockets, which have not been drained, has never been put fo a trial
burn. So while we can speculate, and we might have our different opinions, and our own scientists might
have their different opinions, as to the effect on PCB DRE from burning full rockets, the fact is, it's never
been tested. The Sierra Club and the Working Group and the Veterans cannot believe that the EPA has the
authority to approve waiving a trial burn for waste feed conditions that have never been put to a triat burn
anywhere. And that's actually what this approval constitutes. This approval to burn PCBs in an undrained
rocket full of agent even though no trial burns have ever been conducted under those circumstances.

EPA Response: The PCB regulation under TSCA at 40CFR 761.70(d), states that "approval from the Director,
National Programs Chemical Division may be effective in all ten EPA regions.” The National Program '
Chemicals Division (NPCD) may approve PCB disposal activities in multiple regions to "reduce the resource
burden on EPA and affected parties by eliminating duplication of effort in the regional offices and to unify the
Agency'’s approach to PCB disposal" (FR 48, p13182, 3/30/83}. Because the DFS design is identical for all
of the chemica! disposal facilities, NPCD believes that & single or a nationwide approval effective in all the
affected Regions is appropriate. This nationwide approval requires that each facility, during the RCRA trial
burn, sample the DFS combustion gas and analyze the sample for PCs. In addition, samples from process
streams must be analyzed for PCBs. Substantively, the technical requirements for incinerating PCBs during
the RCRA trial burn are identical to those of a TSCA trial burn. Therefore, EPA will apply the same scrutiny
toward the other DFS units as EPA did with the TOCDF DFS.

On the issue of burning undrained gelled agent rockets, the Utah DEQ has limited the full-scale feed rate
to 20 Ib/hr for the gelled agent, or two undrained rockets per hour. One fuli rocket has about the same
quantity of agent as 20 drained rockets, Thus, TOCDF is burning about one-sixteenth the rate of PCBs
allowed in the draft TSCA approval. EPA believes that the effectiveness of the DFS with respect to PCBs
will not be compromised by burning rockets containing solid or gelied agent because:

A. The gquantity of PCBs being burned is 1/16th that demonstrated during the trial burn. Therefore, the
PCB emissions from the operation should be reduced by approximately the same factor.

B. The solidified agent will tend to burn in a more stable manner than the liquid agent. Hence, the



combustion process will be more stable and more efficient. Gelled agent must first progress through a
liquefying process prior to volatization and combustion.

C. Combustion conditions in the secondary combustion chamber will remain identical to those during
the trial burn. '

EPA also believes that, at these feed rates, the incineration of PCBs in the rockets will not pose an
unreasonable risk of harm to health or the environment.

Commentor 8:

My clients believe, based on experience at Tooele, in particular, a March 30 upset of the Metal Parts |
Furnace (MPE), which by admission of the Army, and EG&G, by my reading of the official record, was due to
overfeeding of that furnace and too much chemical warfare agent. [t is apparent, at least in that furnace
configuration with those weapons, that the amount of agent fed at any one time can affect the combustion
conditions, which can cause upset, can cause poor destruction and removal efficiency. We believe the same

phenomenon will apply when burning full rockets. We believe that needs to be put to the test both at Tooele
and elsewhere in formal official TSCA PCB DRE trial burns.

EPA Response: A March 30, 1998, incident in a Metals Parts Furnace (MPF) operation involved a bomb that
had not been properly drained to the 5% heel level. The excess agent resulted in high temperatures in the
MPF, causing an automatic shutdown. After a brief period, the afterburner was reiit and the operations
continued until determination was made that all the agent had been treated. A monitor in the MPF Pollution
Abatement System sounded at about the time the afterburner was relit, but the agent monitor at the
common stack did not activate, meaning that no agent was released 1o the atmosphere.

The MPF is a batch-process furnace which is designed to handle smaller chemical agent weapons such
as bombs and projectiles. The DFS is a continuous feed system that has been designed to destroy larger
weapons such as rockets. EPA believes that the different characteristics of the DFS enable it to process
undrained rockets during the normal course of operations. ‘

Commentor 8:

We also believe that the record has been insufficient for EPA to determine any destruction removal
efficiency for PCBs at the Tooele facility because there has never been a precise determination of actual
waste feed of PCBs during the actual trial burns, We're using estimates and averages, now, the permittees
have the capability to test the PCB concentration in the waste feed for every rocket burned in a trial burn-

they do have that ability. They might not want to go 1o that trouble. They might not want to pay for it, but
they're capable of it. .

Based on the conversation we had off the record this evening, it is EPA's understanding, that about
1,000 rockets were sampled .... uh, to try and get an estimate of the PCB concentration in the population of
rockets at Tooele. It's also EPA's understanding, | don't know that he's incorrect, that 1,000 or less, 1,000
or fewer rockets were actually burned in the second trial burn. Which means the number of rockets required
for trial burning is not excessive in terms of the capability of the permit used to sample. They could sampie
every one of those rockets, they've done that number before. And we request that EPA not approve any
TSCA incineration process at Tooele or anywhere else until the actua! waste feed of PCBs and the rockets
actually burned in a trial burn is determined so that a DRE can actuaily be calculated rather than estimated.
We also believe that it is important for EPA to look at the concept of destruction efficiency in this case, in
addition to destruction and removal efficiency. And there is a reason for that, a couple of reasons. Even



though EPA traditionally has regulated only the destruction and removal efficiency for PCBs and other
contaminants in incineration processes, the ultimate goal of the reguiations is to protect public health and the

environment by preventing the release of PCBs or other toxic compounds. The goal of the DRE requirement is
to prevent such release.

EPA Response: Commentor is concerned that estimates and averages of PCB concentrations are being used
for determining PCB feed rates. Commentor should recognize that analysis of a sample of a firing tube is an
estimate or an average of the PCB concentration of that firing tube. The only procedure to determine the
actual level of PCB in the firing tube is to analyze the whole firing tube. Because of the impracticality of
chemically analyzing a compiete firing tube or sampiing each of the firing tubes being fed into the DFS, use
of an average or a mean from a representative sample is an accepted practice whether dealing with the

height of the population in the USA; salinity of the Great Salt Lake; or PCB concentration of rocket firing
tubes.

The normal practice for determining DRE is to feed a known guantity of hazardous waste, sample the
stack emissions, guantify the hazardous waste emission and finally calculate the DRE. PCB DREs have been
determined in this manner in the past. However, calculating the DRE for the DFS in this manner would
require Army personnel to sample each tube manually, as a remote or robotic procedure has not been
developed for coliecting samples from rocket firing tubes. Manual sampling would expose Army personne!
directly to potential incidents of agent leaks, propellant ignition and defiagration, and detonation of
explosives. Any one of these incidents could cause severe injury or fatality to personnel in the immediate
area and pose great risk to the surrounding community,

Commentor 8:

Now, we have information regarding the Tooele facilities, which we will provide before the end of the
written commentary period, which shows that the deactivation furnace at Tooele is being operated
improperly, is causing, is ... | restate that ... that during the feed of full rockets, and even partially drained
rockets, into the deactivation furnace, much of the agent is volatilizing in the feed chute and escaping out
the feed chute through ieaks, cracks, holes, whatever, and never seeing a furnace. It's going into rooms and

then vented either into the charcoal filters, the HVAC system or somewhere eise; it's not being combusted at
all,

EPA Response: EPA has no information indicating that the deactivation furnace at TOCDF is being improperly
operated. Agent monitoring instruments would detect the presence of agent in the furnace room, indicating
a leak in the furnace system. Any agent in the furnace room would be routed to the charcoat filter units
where the agent would captured and uitimately destroyed. Detection of agent in the furnace would cause
immediate shutdown of the DFS. Therefore, only minimal quantity of agent would not be exposed to
combustion environment.

Rocket feed en route to the kiln pass from the rocket cutters to the kiln via a set of feed chutes. The
feed chutes are completely enclosed within a shroud. Air within the feed chutes pass directly through the
kiln into the secondary combustion chamber, forced through the combustion system by the Induction Fan
System (IDS). All the agent is directed through the combustion system without escaping. In the event the
integrity of the shroud is compromised, the negative pressure induced by the IDS wiil preclude teaks to the

furnace room. If ieaks do occur, the agent detection system will detect the agent and initiate a feed
shutdown.

Commentor 8:



Now, the question is, we know that's affecting the DRE, parden me, the DE, destructicn efficiency for
agent. The question is, is it affecting the destruction efficiency for PCBs? And we think that's the question
that has not been addressed by anyone, including EPA, and it needs to be addressed.

EPA Response: Commentor addressed an issue which TSCA does not regulate, i.e., the disposal of chemical -
agent. However, TSCA does address the subject of DE {destruction efficiency) vs. DRE {destruction and '
removal efficiency) of PCBs, and the two subjects are related. Initially, the term destruction efficiency refers
to evaluation of the capability of an incinerator to destroy PCBs in totality. DE takes into account all the
PCBs entering into the process and all the PCBs exiting the process. The term destruction and removal
efficiency refers to PCBs exiting only through the incinerator stack. The PCB regulations address only PCBs
exiting through air emissions (40 CFR 761.70.(b)(1). Because the charcoal filter system induces air from the

DFS operating bays and discharges this to the surrounding, therefore, EPA considers this to be part of the air
emissions.

EPA takes account of the air emission through the charcoal filters in the following way. Rocket firing
tubes consists of fiberglass held together by a thermoset resin material. PCB in the rocket firing tubes is
absorbed and held by the resin. .In this form, PCB wiil not volatiiize and therefore, no released into the
environment, PCBs in the rockets will volatilize only when heated to extreme temperatures such as those
existing in the DFS kiln (above 1000°F). Pure PCB, i.e., the Arocior 1254 compound found in the rocket
tubes, will volatilize or begin to boil at 365°C or 689°F. Thus even in pure form PCBs do not volatilize
readily. Because PCB is held firmly in the firing tubes and is highly stable, EPA believes that PCB does not
escape the DFS equipment through leaks in the feed chute or holes in the shroud, and therefore does not
enter the air stream flowing to the charcoal fiiter. Thus the DRE or DE is not compromised.

‘ The Commentor expresses concerns regarding the method used by NPCD to evaluate the destruction of

PCB in disposal fagilities, i.e. DRE vs. DE. Although the PCB regulations only address the destruction of PCB
through the use of DRE, NPCD uses a method equivalent to DE. TSCA focuses on DRE because the
regulations at 40 CFR 760.70.(b){1) specifies requirements for mass emissions or DRE. However, in practice,
NPCD considers all process and waste streams, including the air stream exiting the charcoal filters. Samples
of the stack emissions, the cyclone ash, the kiln ash and the PAS brine are coliected and analyzed for PFCBs
and dioxins/furans. The charcoal air exhaust and the charcoal are not sampled for analysis because {1} the
exhaust air does not contain PCBs {explanation to follow) and (2} the charcoal is a regulated hazardous waste
and must be disposed of in an EPA approved disposal facility, therefore, any PCB contained in the charcoai is
disposed of properly. As previously stated, PCBs are highly stable and firmly held in the firing tube matrix
and therefore not likely to volatilize and to enter the charcoal fitter units. However, should any PCBs be
volatilized and escape the DFS equipment, the air passes through a bed of adsorptive charcoal and the PCRB
would be adscrbed by the charcoal. Because the PCB molecule is large compared to the agent moiecules,
the charcoal will preferentiaily adsorb PCBs {Molecular Weights: Aroclor 1254 - 367, VX - 267, GB - 140},
Therefore, maintaining the agent levels in the exhaust air below detectable limits will ensure that PCBs are
not present in the exhaust.

Commentor 8:

We also believe that given the history of dishonesty in the trial burns at Tooele by the permittees, and
this includes intentionally avoiding burning greater than 5% solidified heels in the Metal Parts Furhace,
intentionally avoiding full rockets in the deactivation furnace; it includes knowingly recording false
temperature readings for the dioxin samples during the RCRA trial burn, which is on the record. These are
examples, and we don't think they're the only examples, of intentional dishonesty by the permittees or their
employees or their contractors during these trial burns.



EPA Response: EPA was present during the DFS trial burns {not the MPF as the Commentor states) and
participated in auditing the stack sampling pracedures. One of the employees of the stack sampling
contractor entered inaccurate temperature readings on the semi-volatile sampling train, during the second
test run of the first trial burn. The permittes was not involved in the misrepresentation.

Regarding the avoidance of feeding full undrained rockets to the DFS kiln, the DFS is designed to accept
fuli rockets, draining the rockets down to the 5% heel level, and then feeding the drained rockets into the
kiln. During trial burns, the DFS must be operated following the tria! burn plan. Rockets with gelled agent
cannot be drained since the agent has solidified. Gelled rockets, undrained, were fed into the kiin oniy after
the Utah DEQ approved the modified procedures. The modified procedures limited the agent incineration rate
to the guantity demonstrated during the trial burn,

Finally, the Metal Parts Furnace {MPF) operates as a batch process. Chernical weapons are drained to
5% agent heel and fed into the MPF. As in the DFS trial burns, the MPF must operate during the trial burn as
designed. To process gelled weapons in the MPF, approval under RCRA must be obtained.

Commentor 8:

‘ Now, with the history of that type of misconduct, we don't want to start waiving trial burn requirements

at other facilities operated by the same people, because essentially the record shows that they cannot be
trusted to do that. We don't know that the trial burns at Tooele are trustworthy. We certainly don't want to
rely on those, to permit similar types of devices at other communities. The trial burns need to be done at
each of these facilities with closer oversight than EPA has done at Tooele.

EPA Response: Trial burns will be conducted at each facility with oversight under RCRA and TSCA. In
addition, EPA believes that the data from Trial Burn #2 is reliable. Trial Burn #1 was completed with the
aforementioned deliberate and inadvertent digressions from the standard. However, these were detected and
the test in question was repeated. Close examination of results from Trial Burn #1 also revealed some errors
which resulted in Tria! Burn #1 being invalidated, The same scrutiny applied to Trial Burn #2 procedures and
test results produced no deviations from the standard. Thus the test results from Trial Burn #2 are
dependable and trustworthy.

Commentor 8:

Until we know what the actual destruction efficiency is for PCBs, this approval should not be granted.
As EPA, | think, knows very well, this nation is already overexposed to PCBs and related compounds such as
furans and dioxins. EPA's dioxin reassessment and related documents show that our average exposure for
aduits nationally is 3 to 6 picograms per kilogram per day for dioxin-like compounds. What is less well
kriown, but | think EPA knows, and | expect that the TSCA office knows, is that rotal average exposure in
the U.S. for dioxin-like compounds is comprised of fifty percent, maybe sixty-six percent of, comprised of
PCBs, not dioxins or furans. The PCBs account for one-half or two-thirds of our totat dioxin-ike exposure. It's
important that we're not putting more PCBs into the environment, We're already overexposed to those
compounds. That's why the concept of destruction efficiency is important here. If we're just trying to take
the PCBs in the rockets and transfer them to another media, whether it's water or ash or charcoal, we're

really defeating the purpose. And we know that's happening with agent, we don’t want that to happen with
PCBs.

EPA Response: As stated previously, PCBs have high volatilization temperatures and do not volatilize at
ambient and moderately high temperatures. Thus all PCBs in the rockets volatilize st the entrance and in the



interior of the DFS kiln and are destroyed in the kiln and the secondary combustor, No PCBs pass on to the
charcoal filters. Analysis of water and ash samples resulted in no detection of PCBs. Also, EPA is not aware
of any release of agent during incineration operations.

Commentor 8:

We believe the EPA needs to investigate and we believe the TSCA office needs to investigate, the
examples of the trial burn dishonesty, which we will put on the record for you to consider before the end of -
the written comment period. We don't think that you can just assume the best of people when you have
evidence to the contrary. You might be able assume the best in the absence of evidence. But we're going to
give you evidence that this dishonesty occurred. We think you need to investigate it and interview people

invoived and if you find that dishonesty happened in prior triai burns, you shouldn’t be waiving future trial
burns.

EPA Response: This issue was addressed previously, EPA was present during the fransgression mentioned
by Commentor and was resolved immediately. EPA participated in the trial burns at Tooele and wilt
participate in all future DFS trial burns. There wiil be no waiving of trial burns at the other faciiities.

Commentor 8:

We believe that the allegations brought forward by {whistle blower) should be investigated by US EPA,
both RCRA and TSCA. The informal conversation we had this evening with EPA indicates that he individually
does not believe that {whistle blower’s) well, that some of {whistle blower’s) technica! concerns have merit.
Some of them may have merit. What we would like to know is, not necessarily from EPA's point of view,
personaily, but what we would like to know is that EPA as an agency, what their position is on {whistle
blower's) allegations and how they impact the TSCA approval. As much experience as EPA might have,
we're looking for EPA as an agency to say that they have investigated these allegations, and they find
certain allegations to be founded, and certain to be unfounded, and tell us what those mean for the TSCA

approval. We request such an investigation, we request a report to be issued, before the TSCA approval is
. finalized.

EPA Response: EPA addresses only those issues dealing with health and the environment. Safety is of
concern, but other agencies have primary responsibility in that area.

Commentor 8:7

We would like all the data from all the trial burn runs for PCBs, from the first trial burn and second trial
burn to be put in the public repository so that we can review it before the finalization of this approval. We
would like at least, an additional two weeks of comment period so that we can review that data and then
offer additional comments based on. This includes, not just summaries and opinions, but the actual
laboratory data, initial memoranda, ali the records related to those triai burn runs, including ail runs that were
tailures, for PCB DRE, whether or not they were counted in the official three that were required for the trial

burn, i there was a fourth run, or any other runs, that indicated DRE probiems, we want to see that data
before the comment period ends.

EPA Response: The Utah Department of Environmental Quality has had the complete set of test resuits and
the results have been available upon request to anyone interested in reviewing them. Therefore, EPA does



not believe that an extension of the comment period is warranted:

Commentor 8:

We do not believe that there is any basis in law for waiving PCB destruction and removal efficiency
requirements based on the outcome of a RCRA health risk assessment. At a minimum, if EPA can find such a
legal provision, we believe that the health risk assessment that EPA relies on needs to be done by someone
who's objective and unbiased, not the permittee or it's contractors. So if EPA’s going to rely on health risk
assessments, say, even though we have a PCB destruction and removal efficiency failure, we think it's not a
concern because of the health risk, we want EPA to make that determination based on EPA health risk
assessments, not one done by the permittee which has an obvious bias in getting their facility permitted.

EPA Response: Health risk assessments are frequently developed by private entities and submitted for review
by EPA or other regulatory agencies. The agency then provides objective and unbiased review and analysis
of the risk assessment. The agency will require the submitter to make changes in the assessment until the
agency determines that the risk assessment is acceptable.

Should an incinerator fall to meet the DRE or any other provision of the incinerator standard during the
trial burn, the PCB regulations provide authority for EPA to waive that provision. 40 CFR 761.70(d)(5) states
that "[aln owner or operator of the incinerator may submit evidence to the Regional or the Director, National
Programs Chemical Division that operation of the incinerator will not present an unreasonable risk of injury to
health or the environment from PCBs..."

Where PCB DREs fall short of the 99,9999% requirement as a result of the low levels of PCBs in the
starting waste feed, the DRE requirement may be waived if the EPA finds that the PCB emissions will not
result in an unreasonable risk of harm to health or the environment.

Commentor 8;

We want trial burns to be done with full rockets to determine PCB DRE before this approval is final. We
want to make sure that the public record available for review on this approval inciudes, before the comment
period expires, full documentation on the source of ali PCBs that led to the failures in the first trial burn.

EPA Response: Documents refating to the first trial burn have been available at the Utah DEQ, as previously
stated. For the reasons stated previously, EPA believes that a trial burn with full rockets is not necessary.

Commentor 8;

It's clear that EPA does not know the concentration of PCBs in each rocket that was actually burned in
the trial burn. We would like them to find that out. And | assume it's not possible at this point, so we would

like a new trial burn where each rocket is tested for PCB concentration and we can actually measure the PCB
DRE, instead of estimating K.

My client informs me that certain documents, including the appendices of EPA's proposed approval were
not in the information repository at the Marriott Library when we went to review it to make comments for
this evening. And we would like to be able to confirm that that is the case and to place all the necessary
documents in the repository, and if that can be done guickly, I think the additional two weeks would be
enough for us to review that material and enter our written comments. If there is a delay in getting those



documents in the repository, we would like additional time beyond the additional two weeks to extend the
comment period..

EPA Response: As discussed above, EPA believes that there was an adequate characterization of the PCB
content of the rockets used in the trial burns. [n addition, EPA confirmed that all the documents cited by the
Commentors were in the Marriott Library and an extension is denied.

Commentor 8:

Any combustion conditions, or processing conditions that the permittees intend to use, after receiving
this TSCA approval, need to be tested in a trial burn, and this approval should limit any burning of rockets to
those conditions that were actuaily tested in the trial burn. For exampie, EPA wants to coprocess more than
one munition in the deactivation furnace, rockets plus something else, such as projectiles, then either there
needs to be a trial burn that can be done meeting the PCB DRE and any other health risk concerns, or it
needs to be prohibited in the TSCA approval.

EPA Response: With respect to the Army DFS, TSCA only restricts the disposal of PCBs., Other hazardous
waste is regulated by RCRA. PCBs are contained in the firing tubes of MB5 rockets. All of the chemical
agent weapons that the Army intends to destroy {rockets, bombs, projectiles) are made up of similar
components, Each of these weapons contains a metallic component, chemical agent, explosives for
detonating or propeliing the weapon, and an ignition train to detonate the explosive. Because there are no
substantial differences between these weapons, EPA believes that all of them will behave similarly in the
DFS. In contrast, when disposing of PCB-contaminated soil, EPA requires treatment demonstrations for sand
as well as clay. EPA has found that there are substantial differences in the characteristics of sand and clay
that affect the destruction and removal of PCBs, There are no such differences in the chemical agent
weapons the Army intends to destroy in the DFS.

Commentor 8:

We want to be placed in the public record all documents relating to the discovery of gelled rockets in the
first trial burn and the extent to which gelled rockets were actually burned or attempted to be burned during
the first trial burn and the extent to which they were or were not burned in the second trial burn. This
includes both the full undrained rockets or any partially drained rockets. We understand from both the State
and other sources, and | think EPA understands this as well, that certain rockets encountered in the first trial
burn, had some gelled agent. We would like to see all the documents surrounding that discovery, what
happened to those rockets, what the performance was during those runs, and to what extent these data
were relied on by EPA for this approval, with all the burning of gelled agent rockets. We would like the
. answer to the question we're raising tonight, given in writing, from EPA's point of view, not from, no

disrespect intended, EPA's point of view, or any other individuals that EPA employed. We want the official
EPA position on these guestions.

EPA Response: EPA has no record or report of gelled agent rockets being a portion of the feed stream in
either Trial Burn #1 or #2,

Commentor 8:

We would like an explanation of the extent to which EPA's opinion expressed informally this gvening



before we went on the record regarding {whistle blower’s) allegations and other matters that EPA himself
thought were not of consequence. We would like an explanation as to whether these matters have been
officially investigated by EPA as an agency, whether EPA as an agency has made any determination on those
questions, apart from EPA's individual opinion.

EPA Response: Agencies other than EPA are investigating the whistle blower’s allegations. Therefore, EPA
will not initiate action regarding these aifegations.

Commentor 8:

We would like a meeting with the EPA Regional Administrator to discuss our concerns about recent
allegations by {whistle blower), recent disclosures and documents from other sources that we believe impact
not ony EPA's TSCA approval, but the need for EPA to be more involved in the RCBA approval for this
facility. We would like these comments to reflect the fact that we're requesting a face-to-face meeting with
the Regional Administrator to seek his intervention in the operation of the Tooele faciiities.

EPA Response: Commentor should follow appropriate protocol to arrange a meeting with the EPA Regional
Administrator.

Commentor 8:

if 1 didn't say this on record already, we are seeking to have a formal EPA public meeting like this one in
Arkansas, Alabama, and Oregon and we would like the same meeting in Colorado and Kentucky if this
approval is intended to apply to those states. If it is not, we would iike an explanation as to why those states
were excluded from this approval, we would like it in writing and on the record. Thank you.

EPA Response: One of the main objectives of the draft TSCA approval is to provide the public with the
opportunity to comment on the DFS. EPA will aiso provide public participation opportunities specific to the
incineration of PCBs in each affected community. The facility in Colorado will not dispose of PCBs in DFS
* equipment. The Army has indicated that PCBs will not be incinerated in the Kentucky facility, but that an
alternative technology will be developed. As the technology becomes developed and commercialized, EPA
will offer public participation opportunities under TSCA.

s

Commentor 9:

I'm here with Families Against Incinerator Risk and probably some of our concerns are going to be
reiterations of what Commentor 8 has just given for the pubtic record. That is the concern of the lack of trial
burn data for the incineration of completely full M-55 rockets in the deactivation furnace, and how this lack
of data or lack of tests supports the conclusion that you're going to maintain the same type of combustion
conditions as were demonstrated during the trial burn and how it's ckay to go ahead to assume the same
types of emissions are coming out of the smoke stack when operating conditions have actually been changed
versus what was demonstrated during the trial burn. | guess we would like to see the EPA provide the source
of the data that is being relied upon to show that, in fact, you incinerate full rockets and meet both the
destruction removal efficiencies for agent and PCBs and still maintain safe levels of emissions for other types
of toxins, you know, like mercury, cedmium, lead, arsenic, everything that is tested during the trial burn.
We're also concerned that on the limited analysis that was done by EPA fo determine what was the cause
tor the increase in PCB emissions during the first trial burn, simply stating that lack of resources was meant
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that we could only look at the gaskets that were provided by the Army doesn’t seem like a sufficient analysis
to determine the root cause of what actually caused the increased emissions during that first trial burn.

EPA Response: The Utah DEQ has limited the full-scale feed rate to 20 Ib/hr for the gelled agent, or two
undrained rockets per hour. One full rocket has about the same quantity of agent as 20 drained rockets.
Thus, TOCDF is burning about one-sixteenth the rate of PCBs allowed in the draft TSCA approval. EPA
believes that the effectiveness of the DFS with respect to PCBs will not be compromised by burning rockets
containing solid or gelled agent because:

A. The quantity of PCBs being burned is 1/16th that demonstrated during the trial burn, Therefore, the
PCB emissions from the operation should be reduced by approximately the same factor.

B. The solidified agent will tend to burn in a more stable manner than the Hguid agent. Hence, the
combustion process will be more stable and more efficient. Gelled agent must first progress through a
liquefying process prior to volatization and combustion.

C. Combustion conditions in the secondary combustion chamber wili remain identical to those during
the trial burn,

EPA also believes that, at these feed rates, the incineration of PCBs in the rockets will not pose an
unreasonable risk of harm to health or the environment.

Commentor implies that EPA limited the study for determining the emission sources during Trial Burn 1
to gaskets. EPA collected samples from other sources such as surface wipe sampies from various locations
of the incinerator, scrubber brine, cutting oil, silicone rubber sealants, and hydraulic oil from power units. In’
addition, the Army collected samples of laboratory gloves, Q'rings, Teflon tape, various rubber sealant
material, and laboratory ware. However, analytical results from these sample indicated that only the PCBs
found in a set of gaskets matched the characteristics of the PCB emissions from Trial Burn 1. This study
was comprehensive in nature.

Commentor 9:

The other thing that is of concern is simply the assertion that the gaskets were the cause of those first
failed trial burns. You know, if we're talking, you know, | would certainly be happy te have someone correct
my calculations that ! just did quickly here, but it seems that, you know, that if you're tatking about 33
rockets an hour being incinerated for a six-hour length of time during the trial burn, and the average PCB -
concentration is assumed to be 1,247 parts per million, that you would have approximately 24.89 parts per
miilion of PCBs that are allowed to be emitted into the atmosphere. No?

But, | guess, the point being is, you know, are the gaskets at 15 parts per billion the soie cause for the
failure of the DRE during the first trial burn?

EPA Response: The PCBs from the gaskets were a major contributor to the total PCB emissions, but not the
only source of PCBs. So it would not be correct to state that the PCBs from the gaskets were the sole cause
of the failure to meet the required DRE during the first trial burn.

Commentor 9:

We're also concerned about the procedure for which rockets were incinerated during both in the gecond
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trial burn. You know, that they didn't completely reflect the conditions of the first trial burn, and if the Army
in fact used different lot numbers than were either sampled, originally to determine PCB concentration, or if
they used lot numbers of M-65 rockets that they determined would be free of excessive residual agent heels,
then that does not accurately reflect testing all operating conditions that would be expected to be
encountered during the operation of this facllity. And | believe, that EPA stated that yes, in fact, during the
second trial burn they attempted to avoid incinerating rockets that contained greater than a 5% heel and that
those rockets would have been removed from the line and not processed during those trial burns. If that in
fact is true, then how do we know during the first trial burn that lot numbers where gelled agent was
encountered weren't the results of the failure and the destruction removal efficiencies for either agents or
PCBs and other potential contaminants? The concern, furthering upon that, is why the specific rockets that

were incinerated during the second trial burn weren't analyzed for their PCB concentrations before they were
incinerated. :

EPA Response: Commentor suggests that Trial Burn #1 may have contained gelled agent rockets,
Additionally, Commentor suggests that gelled agent in the feed may have affected the combustion efficiency
of the DFS which may have caused difficuity in achieving the required DRE. First of ali, no record exists
which indicates that rockets with gelled agent were used during Trial Burn #1. Secondly, had rockets
containing gelled agent been used, the test would have been interrupted because gelled agent drains slowly
and i the rockets contained substantial quantities of gelled agent, the agent would not have drained and the
test would have been terminated. Thirdly, the Army used rockets in the both the first and second trial bum
from lot numbers which contained no gelled agent. This fact can be substantiated by the trial burn data
which contains the weight of agent drained from all the rockets. Agent heels remaining in the rockets fed 1o
the DFS were at 5% level. In contrast to the Commentor’s statement that operators would have removed
rockets with greater than 5% heel, TOCDF avoided transferring any rockets which may have contained gelled
agent by careful selection of lot numbers. Finally, the Utah DEQ detected problems with the accuracy of the
instrument which measured the quantity of agent drained from the rockets. The DEQ believed that the
problem was of a magnitude that justified the invalidation of Trial Burn #1. However, EPA emphasizes that
this problem was unrelated to the solidification or gelling of the agent.

Commentor 9:

Given the new occurrence of burning completely full rockets and that this hasn't been done before, we
would also like the EPA to go back and sample all waste streams, and not just simply emissions, but ail
waste streams coming out of that facility to determine, you know, what the actual destruction efficiency is
of incinerating full rockets and the PCBs, not just DRE, but actual destruction efficiency.

EPA Response: EPA has a standard procedure of requiring the sampling of all process streams discharged
during the course of trial burns. All process streams were sampled and analyzed during the first and second
trial burns. EPA believes that processing of full rockets will not change the analytical results of any of the
process streams.

Commentor 9:

| think programmatically as well that it is a concern that the data being coilected here from Tooele is
going to be relied upon by other facilities to determine their mode of operation. You know, if in fact there
have not been proper trial burns conducted at this facility for the deactivation furnace and the metal parts
furnace, or those tests and resulting data were fabricated in any way, then what assurance does EPA have
that you can actuaily operate in the manner that's being operated at right now at TOCDF. The facilities in
Oregon, Alabama, and Arkansas are looking to Tooele for their assurances that they can process full M-55
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rackets safely, for example, or that they can process other munitions with greater than 5% heel. But yet, the
data has not been collected on those types of operating conditions. How is it that it can be assumed that, if
other facilities, | guess, are relying upon those tests to assure that it can be done safely and those tests
haven't been done, that's a major problem, and we would like to ensure that all proper tests are done at all
facilities before nationwide approval is granted for these types of procedures,

EPA Response: Each facility in Oregon, Alabama and Arkansas will be required, under the TSCA approval, to
sample stack emissions as well as all discharged process stream, and to analyze the samples for PCBs. EPA
will order the termination of operation of any facility whose sampie results indicate that the facility does not
comply with the TSCA approval.

Commentor 9:

We would also like EPA to look at all modifications that have been made to this facility to determine that
they have actually been done in compliance with federal law, you know, specifically under RCRA or 40CFR.
You know, that way you can actually insure that this permit is valid and is protecting human health and
environment. Touching upon the health issues as well, you know, it just doesn't make sense, you know, the
location that we live in, to continue to emit harmful toxins into our environment, MNationwide, humans are
already overexposed to things like PCBs and dioxins, and what is being presented here is, you know, the
ability to go ahead and release more of these same toxins into our environment. You know, it's our
understanding that through the incineration of PCBs, you can also create toxins that are more harmful than
what you originally started with. And, if that is the case, why is it being allowed to incinerate these harmful
types of materials knowing that you're going to have some types of emissions and also understanding that
you're going to be creating more harmful toxins in that process? You know, if you look at the history of
what's happened in our community, especially here in Utah, we've already been subjected to tests during the
1950s for atomics, you know, nuclear weapons, atomic testing. There's a tremendous amount of nerve
agent and biological testing that occurred at Dugway Proving Ground that our community was exposed to.
Tooele County has the highest rate of toxic air emissions out of any other county in the country. You know,
there's approximately 60 million pounds of chlorine that goes into our air each year. We have some of the
worst air guality in the entire country and now it's being considered to add two ieveis on top of that as well.
You know, if you're going to look at the total accumulation of all these toxins, and what that effect is on
hurnan health and the environment, | don't see how you're able to approve this type of operation and grant
the approval, you know, to incinerate PCBs in the deactivation furnace. And, if in fact, you are going to do a
review and look at the health risk assessment, that you not isolate this facility, but you look at the
cumulative effects of what is happening in our community.

| think, you know, maybe, in closing, that the one other issue that we would iike t0 see addressed in
this is what effects this will this have for individuals who are working on site at the facility, you know, what
emissions whether they be through the air, water, or solid waste streams, what type of effect that could
have on workers who may come into potential contact with those waste streams. You know, whether it is
through breathing or physical contact, or ingestion in some other form, you know, what the health effects
would be for them if approval is granted to operate and incinerate PCBs in the deactivation furnace. | think
that's all for now and 1 will work on the calculations for the other piece.

EPA Response: The Health Risk Assessment was prepared and scrutinized by experts in this field. All
aspects of Commentot’s concerns weve addressed. The emissions of PCBs and dioxins/furan were well
within limits of the assessment. EPA believes the operation of the DFS does not pose an unreasonable risk
to health and the environment.
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Commentor 10::

i'm (with) the Utah Chapter of the Sierra Club, | have one question, reaily to add to our legal counsel’s, |
would like EPA to look at the effects and/or not effects of outliers to the TSCA PCB determination for DRE
regarding all possible processes that couid occur in the deactivation furnace before approving this permit.

EPA Response: Outliers in a set of statistical data are generally not included in the final analysis. in the
specific case involving TOCDF, during the 1980's when PCBs were first discovered the rocket firing tunes,
the Army characterized the rocket stockpile population. The Army's findings were as follows:

The M55 Rocket firing/shipping (F/S} tubes consists of either chopped or matted fiberglass, depending
on manufacturer, and weigh approximately 14 pounds each. The two types of tubes are readily
discernable visually. Analytical results from a sample of 5% tubes revealed that the chopped variety
consistently contained PCBs below 50 mg/kg {50 ppm}. The matted type showed some results below
50 mg/kg PCBs; however, the majority of matted tubes contained PCBs above 2000 mg/kg with a high
concentration of 4290 mg/kg. One matted tube had been painted, and contained a fevel of 15,200
ma/kg PCBs and was considered a statistical outlier and therefore not used by the Army in the
calcuiation of PCB content.

To use the outlier datum of 15,200 mg/kg PCBs would have increased the average PCB concentration of the
subes. The end result would have been that all DRE calculations using the higher PCB concentration would
show an improvement in the DRE ievels,

| {represent) Sierra Club and the Chemical Weapons Working Group, and the Vietnam Veterans and
American Foundation. | have five quick additional points. We believe that the TSCA approval by EPA should
wait in this case, in the Tooele case, on the decision to be finalized on the RCRA permit renewal. That permit
renewal is pending, as ! understand. And there are a lot of relevant issues regarding combustion conditions
that need to be addressed in the RCRA process. Unless EPA TSCA office is going to essentially replicate a
more comprehensive analysis on the combustion guestions that should be done, at least by the state of Utah,
and see that it is done. Unless you're going to replicate that RCRA analysis, I think we should wait until it is
finished. There are a lot of new issues, a lot of new evidence on improper operations, malfunctions, and
technology flaws at the Tooele facility which were not put on the record years ago when the first permit was
issued. They are now known, and that has to be reviewed by the State, unless EPA takes over that job,
which we think they should. We think the TSCA approval is premature uniess EPA is going to essentially
replicate the analysis of those questions and we will identify some of those for you in our written comments.

EPA Response: TSCA and RCRA are separate programs. Each have separate standards. EPA evaluated the
performance of the DFS using TSCA standards and determined the DFS not to present an unreasonable risk
of injury to human health or to the environment.

Commentor 8:

The same is basically true of the o;cher sites, which we don't even have their initiai RCRA permit issued
vet, and we think that approval of the TSCA incineration for PCBs is premature until you even know whether

they can handle the requirements of RCRA for destroying the agent and any other components in the
munitions.



-14 -

EPA Response: EPA has included safeguards in the draft TSCA approval prohibiting the production scale
operation of the DFS until test resuits are submitted, reviewed and accepted. When the approval becomes
effective, each facility must perform a triat burn, testing for PCB emissions and submitting for review, trial
burn results for acceptance prior to full scale operations.

Commentor 8:

We want to note that, our concern about EPA not having required the actual measurement of the
concentration of PCBs in the waste feed during the trial burns is important for a number of reasons, but one
of the reasons that we should not rely on an average or an estimate, because the data that was obtained in
the sampling shows that there is a range of concentrations, they aren't all lumped in one spot and there are,
as (Commentor 9) says, outliers that can be significantly different in concentration than the average. The
TSCA requirements don't rely on EPA to guess at a DRE. They don't allow the permittee to guess at a DRE.
They require a precise determination of the DRE. And given the range of PCB concentrations and the outliers,
if you are not measuring the actual concentrations in the actuai waste being purned in a trial burn, comparing
stack emissions is meaningless because you don't really know what you're comparing to.

EPA Response: The rocket firing tubes were characterized for PCBs in the 1980's and again in 1987. The
more conservative value obtained in 1997 was used for PCB DRE calculations. |t is standard practice,
emplioyed by statisticians, to collect data from a representative portion of a population whether it be animals,
human population or inanimate items such as automobiles to characterize the entire poputation. In the case
of TOCDF, the population is the stockpile of agent rockets and the subject of interest is PCB content of the
rocket firing tubes. The Army has sampled, analyzed and adequately characterized the agent rocket
population. '

Commentor 8:

We would like placed in the repository for public review documentation and full explanation of all
sources of PCBs in the waste feed at Tooele and each of the other sites this approval is intended for. Are
PC8s present only in the firing tubes for the rockets, or are they present in other media? Are they, in some
cases, with the-agent or in the propelfant or in the explosives or some other component? There needs to be a
certification by the permittees to that effect. EPA needs to make its own determination.

m.___mm——amm._____m.______...m.—.__._..mw__...__u.n___._.._wm_—__‘m___mu_

EPA Response: PCBs have only been detected in the agent rocket firing tubes.

Commentor 8:

We would like full explanation given to EPA by the permittees, certified under TSCA, as to how and why
certain rockets were selected for use in trial burn one and trial burn two, Likewise, we would like the same
certification as to what rockets were rejected for use in trial burn ene and, if any, for trial burn two. In other
words, if there was a discovery of gelled rockets, of gelled agent in the rockets, in trial burn one, was there a
decision to simply reject use of those rockets in the trial burn? Was that decision consistent with the trial
burn plan. Is it consistent with actual operating conditions? We want a fuil explanation of what rockets were
used and not used, and why, for each of those trial burns.

EPA Response: For TSCA trial burns, the requirements are to feed agent rockets from iot numbers of rockets
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known to contain PCBs at the characterized PCB levels. During the trial hurn, the DFS must operate
described in the trial burn plan, i.e., the rockets must be drained of agents to the 5% level prior to being
introduced into the rotary kiln. This requires the Army to screen out those rockets which may contain gelled
rockets to eliminate them from being transported to the rocket feed line. :

Commentor 8:

We would also like EPA to investigate allegations of employees' exposure to PCBs at Tooele and if
exposure is found, to document it. We would like EPA to investigate and determine how employees can be
found to have PCBs in their bodies from the Tooele facility if a six-nines DRE is being maintained. How could
that happen? Thank you.

EPA Response: When the toxic nature of PCBs was discovered in the 1960s and 1970s, surveys of the U.S.
poputation were initiated. The body tissues of a small but representative sample of the U.S. population were
sampled and analyzed for PCBs. This survey and subsequent surveys characterized the U.S. population in
generai to have PCBs in the body, specifically the fat tissue. Therefore, it is not surprising that employees at
TOCDF show PCBs in their body tissue, Unfortunately, to determine whether the source of PCBs in the
Tooele employees is past exposure or DFS operations is not feasible.

Commentor 11:

On behalf of EG&G, I'm {one) of EG&G's lawyers. | would like to address the charges of dishonesty that
was made by {Commentor 8). | think those charges of dishonesty during the tria! burns, | think those, that
aliegation is being thrown around entirely too fightly. There is no allegation of either of the permittees being
dishonest during the trial burns. There was one incident when an employee of a subcontractor was
incorrectly recording some temperature readings; this was immediately detected and corrected and the
employee was escorted off the site, and the subcontractor took full responsibility for the incident. Also, the
allegations of {whistle blower’s) were mentioned. IWhistle blower) has made a list of 128 allegations
constituting about twenty pages of single-spaced type. That is hearsay, it is not evidence. And {whistle
blower} has indicated he's unwilling to stand by them under oath by refusing to testify in the proceedings
over the permit, uh, before the State Solid and Hazardous Waste Control Board. He also admitted under oath
that he did not write those, they were in effect dictated by his attorney, (Commentor 8).

Commentor 8:

That's not true.

Comrmentor 11;

I'll be giad to make it part of the record, that part of the transcript is a matter of record. Also, uh, if you
decide to investigate these allegations, we certainly welcome that investigation with open arms because we
expect that an honest investigation would show that to be without any merit whatsoever.

Commentor 9;

Yeah, | just wanted to reiterate for the record something that {Commentor 8) had said, and that is, FAIR
would also like to make sure that all trial burn data from both trial burns, first and second, all runs, no matier
which ones were passed or failed or accepted or denied, be provided for public review before the end of the
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comment period. And at least two weeks before the end of the public comment period, so that we have a
chance to adequately review that information.

Commentor 8:

Regarding {Commentor 11's) statements on behalf of EG&G in response to my charges of dishonesty,
regarding the dioxin temperature readings that were falsified, ! think {Commentor 11), in his comments,
acknowledges that incident happened. | think the record reflects that it did happen. Our concern is that a
low-level contract employee has actually no incentive to falsify temperature readings in a triai burn because
i+'s & oriminal offense. You go to jail for it. So, why did he do it? Now, we ask the State, and now we ask
EPA on the record, to investigate why that employee did that. Who else was involved in the decision to
falsely record the trial burn data? Only the permittees had something to gain from that attempted fraud, not
the employee. | don't know any employee who would risk going to jail if he didn't stand to gain something
from it. Now when we asked the State to investigate that fully, it became clear upon examination by me of
statements on the record that their investigation was to call up the company who employed this individuai
and ask him if anyone else was involved, and they accepted the word of the company. Now that's assuming
that EG&G itself wasn't involved in that decision. They certainly stand to benefit from the activity. Someone
besides the company or the State of Utah, and we have, unfortunately, information from Mr. Harris, that the
State of Utah has rolled over a number of times politically, to grant permission improperly to the permittees
under RCRA to make certain permit obligations. What we want EPA to do is to investigate this incident
independently of the State, independently of EGRG and the Army. Interview the employee, interview others
who might have been involved and find out why this employee did this. Was it on the instruction from his or
her boss? Was it on instruction from one of the permittees? Who else was involved in the attempted fraud?
Was there some other fraud that was not discovered? No one's inguired into those issues. We're ali just
assuming the best, Even in the face of the example of fraud that was actually captured on the record.

EPA Response: EPA believes that the trial burn sampling temperature incident was adequately investigated.
EPA and the Utah DEQ were present during the incident and required that the test be repeated. TCOCDFE
repeated the test. '

Commentor 8:

Now, (Commentor 11} stated some things that were simply false regarding (whistle blower’s)
allegations. He says (whistle blower] is not willing to stand by his allegations and has said so, because he's
not willing to testify under oath, and that's completely false. (Whistle biower} gave his 128 points in the
record in his deposition -- it's part of his testimony. He doesn't abandon those. He gave them under oath. It's
srue that we withdrew him as a witness in one particular state permit official proceeding, not in all of them,
in one, because the Army was unwilling to agree to limit the number of days of his deposition and {whistle
biower) was suffering from some serious health problems. So we did withdraw him from that proceeding. He
has provided the information to federal authorities. They're in his deposition, and | can assure you that you
will see {whistle blower’s) testimony in additional proceedings. S0 {Commentor 11) is incorrect. Now, | don't
know where (Commentor 11's) statement came from that {whistle blower} allegations were not writien by
himself or were dictated by his attorney, apparently me, but that's not the case. I you want to know what
(whistle blower's) allegations are, | suggest you not listen to me or {Commentor 11). You can go and taik to
(whistle blower} and put him under oath and see what he says under oath. If you have any questions about
his standing by his allegations, ask him. Thank you.

Commentor 12:
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| am a citizen and a taxpayer. |'m concerned about the disparity in oversight and application of
regulatory requirements between the Chemical Weapons Disposal Program and general industry. | believe the
regulatory requirements have been met and further expenditure of public funds to reverify the tests already
conducted would be very poor stewardship of public funds and resources. | request that EPA's decision-
making process in this approval afso consider the actual risks to the public by industry in general and make
its determination based on a level playing fieid for all emitters in industry in the country,

To illustrate this point, | would like to cite {a recent relevant] example. In Tooele this past year was a
(spraying) of 10,000 acres in Tooele County. [it took] 12 ounces of Malathion per acre to control a
grasshopper infestation while our [TOCDF] permissible emissions are infinitesimal, Thank you.
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The following changes have been implemented to the draft nationwide permit for the
Deactivation Furnace Systems (DFSs) located in Chemical Disposal Facilities in Tooele,
UT; Anniston, AL; Pine Bluff, AR; and Umatilla, OR.

Changes and additions to the permit are in bold text.

Page 1. Letter of Transmittal, 2™ Para,

Deleted:

EPA believes that a coordinated public involvement effort under the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and TSCA is the most appropriate procedure to follow
to present and discuss the various issues involved in permitting these chemical weapons disposal
units. Therefore, EPA will make this approval available for public review and comment at each
community involved. The timing and extent of public participation will be determined by the
EPA Regional office in the Region where the facility is located. A public meeting may be held at
the discretion of the EPA Regional office, based on comments received from the public about the
operations of the facilities.

Inserted:

EPA believes that it is important to allow opportunities for public participation in
the process of approving these chemical agent weapons disposal units. EPA has held
several public meetings in the community surrounding the Tooele, Utah, facility. An initial
public meeting was held on August 9, 2001, in Anniston, Alabama. Likewise, EPA will hold
initial public meetings in Pine Bluff, Arkansas, and Hermiston, Oregon, where interested
parties may present oral or written comments on this approval document as well as
available data from the Utah and Alabama facilities. EPA will hold additional public
meetings in Alabama, Arkansas and Oregon to receive comments on the trial burn data
from each respective facility. EPA may modify the terms and conditions of this approval as a
result of this public participation process.

Page 2. I etter of Transmittal:

Deleted from Bottom of Page:

Interim operations (i.e., Post Trial Burn operations) will be determined on the basis of
performance results as outlined in Condition 3.

Inserted at Bottom of Page:

PMCD shall not begin M55 rocket disposal operations with firing tubes containing
50 ppm PCBs or greater at ANCDF, PBCDF and UMCDF (CDFs) or Interim Operations
without a letter from EPA NPCD authorizing each CDF to dispose of PCBs during the
shakedown operations. . Condition 1.c of this approval provides details.



PERMIT CONDITION CHANGES:

Page 3, Condition 1:

Changes are in bold ifalicized text.

1. Prior Written Notice, Authorized Operations and Public Participation

Page 6, Top of Page;

c. Authorized Operations: PMCD shall not begin M55 rocket disposal operations
with firing tubes containing 50 ppm PCBs or greater at ANCDF, PBCDF and
UMCDF (CDFs) without a letter from EPA NPCD authorizing each CDF to
dispose of PCBs during the shakedown operations. During the shakedown
operations, each CDF shall sample the stack emissions as required by Condition
2.b.(3).A, to calculate the PCB destruction and removal efficiency (DRE). Results
of this DRE analysis must be received by EPA for review at minimum five days
prior to the RCRA Trial Burn. EPA will review these DRE results to defermine
whether the results complied with the six 95 (99.9999%) DRE PCB incinerator
requirement, Upon determination of compliance, EPA will authorize by letter, the
continuation of operations after the Trial Burn, termed Post-Trial Burn

- Operations under RCRA, and designated Interim Operations under TSCA. To

clarify, no CDF may continue operations after the Trial Burn unless issued a
written authorization by EPA NPCD.

d. Public Participation: Each affected community must have an opportunity to comment
on the PCB issues related to the chemical weapons disposal program.

(1) Tooele Chemical Agent Disposal Facility, Deseret Chemical Depot. Utah

EPA solicited public comments from the community and held several public
meetings. EPA has prepared a document responding to the comments
received and this document will be made available fo the public.

(2) Anniston Chemical Agent Disposal Facility, Anniston, Alabama

EPA has held an initial public meeting in Anniston, and another public
meeting will be held after the results of the Trial Burn are available.

(5) Pine Bluff Chemical Agent Disposal Facility, Pine Bluff, Arkansas, and
Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility, Hermiston, Oregon



EPA will hold an initial public meeting in each community for the
presentation of written or oral comments on this approval document and the
data available from the Tooele and Anniston facilities. EPA will hold an
additional public meeting in each community after the Trial Burn data from
each respective facility become available.

" Page 12, Condition 2.b(3):

(3) Interim Operations: Disposal operations after the RCRA Trial Burn shall
discontinue, contingent upon successful completion of procedures outlined in
Paragraph 2.b(3)A below and shall not continue unless issued a written
authorization by EPA NPCD.

Pages 14 and 15:

Additons are in bold italicized text.

¢. Annisten Chemical Asent Disposal Facility, Anniston, Alabama

(1) Feedstock Restriction:

A. Rocket Feed Rate: (Reserved)

B. ANCDF shall not begin M55 rocket disposal operations with firing tubes
containing 50 ppm PCBs without a letter from EPA NPCD authorizing
ANCDF to dispose of PCBs during the shakedown operations.

(2) Operating Conditions and Restrictions: (Reserved)

d. Pine Bluff Chemical Agent Disposal Facility, Pine Bluff, Arkansas

(1) Feedstock Restriction:
A. Rocket Feed Rate: (Reserved)
B. PBCDF shall not begin M55 rocket disposal operations with firing tubes
containing 50 ppm PCBs without a letter from EPA NPCD authorizing
PBCDF to dispose of PCBs during the shakedown operations.

(2) Operating Conditions and Restrictions: (Reserved)
e. Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility, Hermiston, Oregon

(1) Feedstock Restriction:



A. Rocket Feed Rate: (Reserved)
B. UMCDF shall not begin M55 rocket disposal operations with firing tubes

containing 50 ppm PCBs without a letter from EPA NPCD authorizing
UMCDF to dispose of PCBs during the shakedown operations.

(2) Operating Conditions and Restrictions: (Reserved)

Page 21, Condition 18, Bottom

EPA will hold an initial public meeting in each community affected by the additional DFS
units and a follow-up meeting after trial burn data from additional units become available.

Appendix |

Page Al-1, Added Para at Bottom of Page

M55 Rocket stockpiles are located in Tooele, Utah, Anniston, Alabama, Pine Bluff,
Arkansas, and Umatilla, Oregon. The Army plans to operate a DES at each of these
locations for the disposal of M55 Rockets. These DFS facilities are at different stages of
construction: the DFS in Utah is operational, the DFS in Alabama will be ready to begin
start-up activities shortly, while the facilities in Arkansas and Oregon will not be ready
until early in 2003. However, as the DFS facility in each location is intended to be identical
in design and operation, EPA is using the nationwide approval process for these facilities.
Concentrating the review and approval for these facilities in the National Program
Chemicals Division of the Office of Pollution Prevention and Toxics will enable EPA to
develop expertise in the complex technical issues involved in the simultaneous destruction
of PCBs and chemical agent munitions. The knowledge gained through the start-up and
trial burn process at each DFS facility can be accumulated and applied to subsequent DFS
facilities. EPA believes that the nationwide approval process, in coordination with the EPA
offices in the affected regions, is the best way to ensure that no DFS facility presents an
unreasonable risk of injury to health or the environment from PCBs.



. Authorized Operations: PMCD shall not begin M55 rocket disposal operations with
firing tubes containing SO ppm PCBs or greater at ANCDF, PBCDF and UMCDF
(CDFs) without a letter from EPA NPCD authorizing each CDF to dispose of PCBs
during the shakedown operations. During the shakedown operations, each CDF shall
sample the stack emissions as required by Condition 2.b.(3).A, to calculate the PCB
destruction and removal efficiency (DRE). Results of this DRE analysis must be
received by EPA for review at minimum five days prior to the RCRA Trial Burn.
EPA will review this DRE results to determine whether the resufts complied with the
six 95 (99.9999%) DRE PCB incinerator requirement. Upon determination of
compliance, EPA will authorize by letter, the continuation of operations after the Trial
Burn, termed Post-Trial Burn Operations under RCRA, and designated Interim
Operations under TSCA. To clarify, no CDF may continue operations afier the Trial
Burn unless issued a written authorization by EPA NPCD.

(1) Tooele Chemical Agent Disposal Facility, Deseret Chemical Depot, Utah

EPA solicited public comments from the community and held several public
meetings. EPA has prepared a document responding to the comments received
and this document will be made avaitable to the public.

(2) .Annistop Chemical Agent Disposal Facility, Anniston, Alabama

EPA has held an initial public meeting in Anniston, and another public meeting
will be held after the results of the trial burn are available.

(3) Pine Bluff Chemical Agent Disposal Facility, Pine Bluff, Arkansas, and
Umatilla Chemical Agent Dispesal Facility, Hermiston, Oregon

EPA will hold an initial public meeting in each community, for the presentation
of written or oral comments on this approval document and the data available
from the Tooele and Anniston facilities. EPA will hold an additional public
meeting in each community after the trial burn data from each respective facility
becomes available.

2. Operating Conditions: PMCD and System Contractor may use the PMCD DFS to destroy
PCB-contaminated shipping and firing tubes containing chemical and nerve agent rockets, limited
to the M441 shipping/firing tubes, under the following operating conditions. These conditions are
based on the Army's results from the TOCDF Trial Burn II completed in November 1998, That
trial burn indicated that the TSCA incinerator requirements for 99.9999% destruction and removal
efficiency (six 9s DRE) of PCBs were achieved. PCB emission rates were at minimurn an order

of magnitude lower than the health risk assessment (HRA). Dioxins and furans were not detected
in the stack samples.



a. Tooele Chemical Agent Disposal Facility, Deseret Chemical Depot. Utah

Operation of the TOCDF DFS is subject to the conditions expressed herein, and must
be consistent with the materials and data included in the Army application "Preliminary
Operating Permit Application, for the Department of the Army Tooele Army Depot,
Chemical Agent Disposal Facility, Submitted to Division Director, National Programs
Chemicals Division, Office of Poliution Prevention and Toxics, Washington, D.C." dated
July 1993; "R&D Test Plan, PCB Destruction Unit Deactivation Furnace System (DFS),
Final, Facility Operator," dated November 27, 1995; "Tooele Chemical Agent Disposal
Facility (TOCDF), DFS TSCA Demonstration Test Burn Report for the Deactivation
Furnace System, EG&G Defense Material, Inc., April 24, 1997;" and “Tooele Chemical
Agent Disposal Facility (TOCDF), RCRA Agent GB Trial Burn #2 Report for the
_ Deactivation Furnace System, Rev. 0, EG&G Defense Material, Inc, February 16, 1999.”

Tarcet Values: For this approval, Target Values are the desired operating condition for the
parameters specified. These Target Values are based on the average values demonstrated
during the DFS RCRA/TSCA Trial Burn of 1997 and Trial Burn IT of 1998. The process
value may deviate from the Target Value within the Process Limits whenever minor
operational upsets occur; however, the process value should generally exhibit the Target
Value and the instrument setting for the specified parameter should generally be kept at
the Set Point.

Set Points: For this approval, EPA has defined set points as the value of incinerator
process control setting that achieves the Target Values,

Process Limits: Process Limits are placed such that whenever the process value deviates
from the Target Vatues during major operational upsets, an Automatic Waste Feed Cut Off
(AWFCO) is activated, However, the Process Limits should be placed such that a minor
operational upset will not activate the AWFCO.

(1) Regulatory Interlocks: Feed to the DFS shall immediately be shut off
automatically for:

A TFailure of the monitoring operations specified in Condition 5d through 5f

B Failure of the recording equipment monitoring the PCB feed rate and quantity
measuring and recording equipment failing as specified in Condition 5.a,
must be immediately replaced by manual recording of the PCB feed rate.

(2) Operating Conditions and Operational Interlocks: The TOCDF DFS incinerator
shall operate at the following conditions (including Table A) whenever PCBs are
being incinerated:

A. Rocket Feed Rate:

i At rocket feed rates of 16 rockets per hour or greater (rolling hourly
total), the Retort (kiln) Post-Quench Exhaust Gas Temperature (16-TIC-
008)* Target Value is 1450°F. An automatic waste feed cutoff




(AWFCG) with a 5-minute delay at < 1000°F and > 1570°F, and
instantaneous AWFCOs at < 850°F and > 1650°F shall be in place.

* ltems in parenthesis are instrument TAG numbers (16-xxx-xxx). These are

identified because many instrument readings have multiple sources. See
TOCDF Operation Manual or access website http://www.deq_state. ut.us/
egshwicds/T_Permit/ATCH19.pdf.”

i At rocket feed rates of less than 16 rockets per hour (rolling hourly total),
the Retort shall operate within instantaneous AWFCOs at < 850°F and >
1650°F.

iii Rocket feed rate Target is 33 rockets per hour with a 5-minute delay
AWFCO at a feed rate greater than 3 rocket/S minute and an
instantaneous AWFCO at 33 rocket per hour rolling average.

Retort Oscillation on AWFCQ. Whenever an automatic feed shutdown
occurs requiring retort oscillation, with rocket parts remaining between the
sliding gate and the tip gate, the tip gate will be openied to release the rocket

parts with the retort rotating for a minimum of 30 seconds prior to activating
the oscillation phase.

The Heated Discharge Conveyor (HDC) Bottom Temperature (16-T1T-042)*
Target Value is 1080°F. An AWFCO with a 5-minute delay at < 1020°F and
> 1110°F, and an instantaneous AWFCO at < 1000°F and > 1150°F shall be
in place to minimize metals vaporization.

The Heated Discharge Conveyor (HDC) Top Temperature (16 TIT-184)*
Target Value shall be 1096°F. An AWFCO with a 5-minute delay at <
1060°F and > 1130°F, and an instantaneous AWFCO at < 1000°F and

> 1150°F shall be in place to minimize metals vaporization.

The Heated Discharge Convevor Residence Time is nominally 19 minutes.
A 5-minute delay AWFCO for HDC malfunctions shall be in place when
the residence time decreases to 15 minute or below.

The Retort Rotational Speed (16-ZX-602)* Target Value shall be 1.9 rpm.
An instantaneous AWFCO shall be at 2 rpm and at 0.33 rpm. Whenever the
following instantaneous AWFCOs are triggered, the retort shall activate the
oscillation mode:

i, Heated Discharge Conveyor Temperature, Bottom (16-TALL-042)*
ii. Heated Discharge Conveyor Temperature, Top (16-TALL-184)*
i, HDC Malfunction (16-SSL-057)*
iv. HDC Tip Gate Jam (16-X8-058)*
v. HDC Slide Gate Jam (16-XS-821)*
vi. Kiln Speed Greater than 2 rpm (16-SAHH-602)*
vii. Kiln Pre-Quench Temp. Less than 950°F (16-TALL-182)*
viii. Kiln Post-Quench Exhaust Gas Temp. Less than 850°F (16-TALL-
008)*

The retort shall continue to rotate whenever any other AWFCO activates.

G. Afterburner Exhaust Temperature (16-TIC-092)*:



K.

i, When feeding rockets at 16 rockets per hour or greater, the Afterburner
Exhaust Gas Temperature Target Value shall be 2150°F, with a 5-minute
delay AWECO at < 2125°F and instantaneous AWFCOs at < 2050°F
and > 2350°F.

ii  When feeding rockets at less than 16 rockets pre hour, the Afterburner
Exhaust Gas Temperature Target Value shall be 2150°F with a 5-minute
delay AWFCO at < 2135°F and instantaneous AWFCOs at < 2050°F and
> 2350°F.

i Rocket feed rate Target is 33 rockets per hour with a 5-minute delay
AWEFCO at a feed rate greater than 3 rocket/5 minute and an
instantaneous AWFECO at 33 rocket per hour rolling average.

The Afterburner Exhaust Gas CO (16-AIT-059, 24-AIT-207)* Target Value
is 8 ppm, adjusted to 7% O,. There shall be a 5-minute delay AWFCO at >
100 ppm, adjusted to 7% O,, and an instantaneous AWFCO at 200 ppm,
adjusted to 7% O,.

The Residence Time in the Afterburner (AB) Exhaust shall be no less than 2
seconds as monitored by Afterburner Exhaust Velocity Head (24-PDIT-813)*

_ with a Target Value of 0.6 water column (w.c.). There shall be an AWFCO

with a 5-minute delay at > 0.88" w.c. and an instantaneous AWFCO at
>0.93" w.c,

The Afterburner Exhaust Gas Excess Oxygen (O,) (16-AIT 175, 24-A1T-
206)* with Target Vaiue is 10%. There shall be a S-minute delay AWEFCO
at < 7.5%, and an instantaneous AWFCO at <3.0% and >15%.

The Retort Pressure (16-PIT-018)* Target Value is -0.50" w.c. There shall
be an AWFCO at -0.10" we with a 10-second delay and an instantaneous
AWECO at 0." The Retort Pressure is an indicator of draft pressure
throughout the combustion/air pollution abatement system. The
PMCD/System Contractor must maintain a negative draft throughout the

system sufficient to preclude fugitive emissions from the combustion
chambers.

The Venturi Scrubber Brine Pressure Drop (24-PDIT-008)* Target Value is
30" w.c. There shall be a 5-minute delay AWFCO at < 23" w.c., with an
instantaneous AWFCO at <20" w.c.

The Venturi Brine Flow (24-FIT-006)* Target Value is 325 gpm with an
instantaneous AWFCO set at <300 gpm.

The Target Value for the Scrubber Tower Liquid Feed Rate (24-FIT-030)* 1s
1000 gpm with a < 750 gpm instantaneous cutof.

The Target Value for the Scrubber Effluent Brine pH (24-A1C-007)* 15 9.
There shall be a 5-minute delay AWFCO at <'7.

The Target Value for the Scrubber Brine Density (24-DIT-033)* is 1.10
specific gravity unit (sgu). There shall be an instantaneous AWFCO at >
1.20.



The Combustion Efficiency (16-AIT-781, 16-AIT-7818)* AWFCO for the
afterburner is > 99.90% with a 5-minute delay.

Instantaneous AWFCO on failure of Rotary Blowers to primary combustion
alr.

The Induce Draft (LD.) Fan Current usage shall be nominal 315 amps with &
5-minute delay with an instantaneous cutoff at 540 amps.

Instantaneous AWFCO on LD, Fan malfunction for both ID fans.

During Compliance Testing and Trial Buros,

i) stack sampling analysis must indicate that the Destruction and Removal
Efficiency (DRE) for PCBs in the PMCD/System Contractor system
shall be a minimurn of 99.9999%. DRE shall be calculated as follows:

- PCR Feed Rate In. Ib/hr - PCB Stack Emissions. Ib/ht
DRE = 100 X PCB Feed Rate In, Ib/hr

wﬁere PCRB Feed Rate In = Feed Rate X PCB. concentration;
and PCB Stack Emissions = Stack Gas Volume Rate X PCB
~ conceniration

ii  The particulate emission rate shall be less than 0.08 grains/dscf corrected
to 7% oxygen using the procedure given in 40 CFR 264.343 (c). The
HC] emissions shall be less than the greater quantity of 4 pounds per
hour or one percent of the HCl entering the pollution control system.



Corrections and Additions to the Findings in Appendix I of the
Draft Nationwide TSCA Permit
to Dispose of PCBs in the Deactivation Furnace Systems
of the Army Chemical Demilitarization Facilities

Fibers and Organics Branch
National Program Chemicals Division
Office of Pollution Prevention and Toxics
Office of Prevention, Pesticides and Toxic Substance
Environmental Protection Agency

December 14, 2001
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9. Trial Burn 11 1998: The Army's results from the TOCDF Trial Burn II completed in
November 1998 indicated that the TSCA incinerator requirements for 99.9999% destruction and
removal efficiency (six 9s DRE) of PCBs were achieved. PCB emission rates were at minimum
an order of magnitude lower than the health risk assessment (HRA). Dioxins and furans were
not detected in the stack samples.

10. In 1974 the American National Standard Institute, Inc. (ANSI) published the “Guidelines for
Handling and Disposal of Capacitor- and Transformer-Grade Askarels Containing
Polychlorinated Biphenyls.” For the disposal of liquid PCB waste, Section 3.5.2.1 of the
guidelines require a balance between dwell time and temperature plus oxygen availability for
proper incineration and suitable scrubbers to remove the hydrogen chloride that is formed. A
dwell time of 2 seconds at 2000°F and 3% excess oxygen in stack gas, ora 1.5 dwell time at
2700°F and 2% excess oxygen in the stack gas are two combinations presented.

11. EPA published recommended procedures for the disposal of liquid waste, based on the ANSI
guidelines, in the April 1, 1976 issue of the Federal Register. At that time, disposal procedures
for PCBs in solid waste were not established. Disposal conditions for liquid PCBs and non-
liquid PCBs were proposed on May 24, 1977. For liquids, these conditions were: 1200°C +
100°C (2192°F + 180°F), 2 seconds dwell time, and 3% excess oxygen in the stack gas. These
conditions do not apply to non-liquid PCBs, however, a mass emission requirement better known
as the six 9s DRE requirement was established for non-liquid PCBs. EPA promulgated the
disposal regulations on May 31. 1979.

12. Scientific studies confirm the destruction of
PCBs when the ANSI-recommended conditions
are followed. One study exhibited effective 1y
destruction of PCBs at greater than 1000°C
(1842°F) and a retention time of 2.0 seconds (see -
Figure Al). The same study indicated effective
destruction of PCBs with a retention time of 2
seconds and varying concentration of oxygen (see
Figure A2). The destruction effectiveness
noticeably improved as the oxygen level
increased from 0% (pure nitrogen) to 21% (air) to
mixtures of pure oxygen in pure nitrogen (2% and
40%).
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13. Complying with requirements for the pote 2
incineration of PCBs, EPA Region 6, issued a e SSAnLT v 1
PCB Disposal permit to Rollins Environmental
Services, Inc. of Deer Park, Texas after successful Figure A1. PCB Thermal Decomposition
completing a2 PCB incineration test in November Profile with Temperature Variation,

. *J. Tessitore & F. Cross. "Poliution Engineering, Nov, ‘88, p88
1979. The tests verified ANSI’s recommended g ik a
operating conditions conform to results of the




study previously mentioned. Using a feed stock
containing 35% PCB, the test results indicated 2
destruction efficiency of > 99.99997% and a
combustion efficiency of 99.993%. Operating
conditions included a temperature of 1146°C
(2095°F) minimum, a dwell time of 2.68
seconds, and an oxygen concentration of > 7%.

=

14. A study to verify PCB destruction of PCB
in contaminated solid waste was performed
using various media including soil and lagoon
sediment from a remediation site. These A
material contained low level PCBs ranging from
79 to 296 ppm PCBs. Low level PCBs

1“‘ .
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combined with high moisture content in the feed S
material resulted in difficulty achieving the six OmsEAE °§
] RUE o
9s DRE I*Iowcf:vm3 .extrapoi.atlon of the dgta o T
estimated the conditions which would attain the FLETIEE IR iRt &

DRE_ requlrem.ent. .Figmfe A3 presents data Figure A2, PCB Thermal Decomposition
plotting retention time versus DRE. The two Profile, Oxygen Dependent

points at the bottom of the chart were not * J, Tessitore & F. Cross, "Pollution Engineering"”
included in the extrapolation. These two data Nov. ‘88, p8S.

point were results from solid waste spiked with
PCBs to above 7500 ppm levels. Combustion
temperatures ranged from 2041°F to 2215°F.

The retention time estimated to achieve the six 9s
DRE is 1.8 sec.

Figure A4 plots data which estimate six 9s DRE
achievement when oxygen content reaches 11%
oxygen level. Again the two points at the bottom
were not included in the extrapolation. This
study concludes that six 9s DRE may be
achieved although the solid waste contains high
levels of moisture when retention time is above
1.8 seconds and with elevated levels of oxygen.

15. Destruction of PCBs in solid waste was
demonstrated in May 1988 during tests
performed by Roy F. Weston, Inc. (Weston) to
obtain a nationwide TSCA PCB Disposal
Approval. Weston achieved six 9s DRE

Figure A3. PCB Destruction Efficiency
with Varying Dwell Time
*J. Tessitore 7 F. Cross, “Poilution Engineering, Aug, ‘87, p73




incorporating the following range of operating _
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temperature:  2,191°F - 2,202°F

retention time: 2.08 - 2.11
seconds
oxygen: 132 - 13.8%
solid waste PCB level:
10,819 -
19,323
ppm.

Weston achieved the required destruction levels
with solid waste containing higher levels of
PCBs. However, Ogden Environmental System
(OES) demonstrated their Circulating Bed
Combustor for TSCA approval in September of
1988 at the Kenai Peninsula, Alaska with solid L = .
waste containing low levels of PCBs. Operating | Figure A4. POB Destruction Efficiency

conditions for the OES unit were in the with Varying Oxygen Concentration
following range: *§, Tessitore & F. Cross, “Poliution Engineering, Aug. ‘87, p74
temperature: 1,605°F - 1,701°F
retention time: 1.47 - 1.68 seconds
oxygen: 44 - 53 %
solid waste PCB level:
338 - 603 ppm.

EPA issued both the Weston unit and the OES unit nationwide approvals to dispose of PCBs.
They were mobile or transportable units with capability of being disassembled and transported
from one location to another to treat solid waste containing PCBs.

16. Undrained Rockets: A portion of the GB M55 Rockets contained solidified or gelled
chemical agent. Solidification of the agent prevented full drainage of the rocket warhead.
During Post-Trial-Burn operations under Utah’s RCRA permit and Interim Operations under
TSCA, the Utah Department of Environmental Quality approved the incineration of about one
undrained rocket per hour. During full scale operations, the Utah Agency approved the |
incineration of one undrained rocket every 37 minutes or about two rockets per hour. These feed
rates complied with the feed rate limit for the incineration of GB chemical agent under the
RCRA Program. GB agent was not detected in the stack gas during incineration operations.
Under TSCA, the approved rate for Interim Operations and full scale processing is 33 rockets per
hour, or more appropriately, the PCB contained in 33 rockets per hour. EPA believes that PCB
emissions from processing of two rockets per hour will be nearly proportionate from that of
processing 33 rockets per hour or about one-seventeenth the emissions from incineration of 33
rockets per hour.




The operating conditions, i.e., the waste feed operation which include the sectioning of
rockets and the feeding sequence, and the combustion temperature and residence time, comply
with operating conditions as specified under this approval and reflect operating conditions during
Trial Burn 2. Scientific studies and comprehensive testing of numerous incinerator units have
verified that destruction of PCB is effective under conditions paralleling those conditions
maintained during Trial Burn 2 of the TOCDF Deactivation Furnace System. Based on Trial
Burn 2 test results, the target operating conditions imposed by this Approval is:

temperature: 2150°F
retention time: 2 seconds
OXygei: 10 %

The permit conditions compare favorably with those required by the PCB Disposal regulations,
the scientific studies and those of other permitted incinerators. Therefore, EPA believes that
incineration of two undrained rockets per hour will not present an unreasonable risk to human
health and the environment.

17. The TOCDF demonstrated and EPA finds that the DFS meets or exceeds the operating
performance criteria for incineration of non-liquid PCBs under 40 CFR 761.70. The currently
accepted performance level for EPA-approved incinerators is 99.9999% destruction and removal
efficiency (DRE) for PCBs. The Agency has judged that these criteria are met and that the
operation of this thermal destruction technology will not present an unreasonable risk to human
health or the environment. '



Editorial Corrections to the Draft Nationwide TSCA Permit
to Dispose of PCBs in the Deactivation Furnace Systems
of the Army Chemical Demilitarization Facilities

Fibers and Organics Branch
National Program Chemicals Division
Office of Pollution Prevention and Toxics
Office of Prevention, Pesticides and Toxic Substance
Environmental Protection Agency

September 20, 2001
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Nationwide TSCA Permit to Dispose of PCBs

in the Deactivation Furnace Systems
of the Army Chemical Demilitarization Facilities

Editorial corrections were made to the Nationwide TSCA PCB Disposal Drait
Permit. The following is the list of changes. The location of the changes, the
amended text and the original text are presented.

Condition No./

Page Section: Site

6 a.(i)A: LineZ2

6 (2)A(il)

7 (2) AQ), Line 2

7 (2) A(Q), Line 2

7 (2)B
7 (2C
7 (D

7 (2) E., last iine

7  (2)Fline2

7 &)F

Amendment Text

*...Condition &d through 5f...."

Added: "iii Rocket feed rate Target is
33 rockets per hour with a 5-minute
delay AWFCO ata feed rale greater
than 3 rocket/5 minute and an
instantaneous AWFCO at 33 rocket
per hour roling average.

» ..Gas Temperature (16-TIC-008)*
Target Value "

Added note: " ltems in parenthesis are

instrument TAG numbers {16-xxx-xxx}. See
TOCDF Operation Manual or access website

hitp:/Avww.deq.state. ut.us/egshwicds/
T_PermittATCH19.pdf."

QOutiine structure changed.
Change to “B. Retort Oscillation on
AWFCQO."

", Bottom Temperature (16-TiT-042)

Target..."

“ .. Jop Temperature {16-TIT-184)

Target..."

15 minuies or less."

«_AWFCO shall be at > 2 rpm and
at <0.33 rpm."

" ..Rotational Speed (16-ZX-602)*
Target..."

Original Text

“ . .Condition 5, with the exception of
Condition 5.a., 5.b., 5.c., .0
and 5.h."

Condition (2) A (i} not in place

" .Gas Temperature Target Value..."

Explanatory note not in place

Changed from: "B. The Heated
Dischage....”

(2) B. "...Bottom Temperature
Target..."

(2)C. "..Top Temperature
Target..."

(2) D. “15 minute or below.”

(2)F. "...AWFCO at 2 rpm and at
0.33 rpm shall be placed.”

(2) E "...Rotational Speed Target..."




Page

Condition No.f

Section ; Site

(2) F Line 4
(2) G Line 1
(2) H Line 1

(2) H Line 2

(2) 1 Line 2
(2) J Line 1
(2) | Line 2
(2) J Line 2
(2) K.Line 1
(2) K. Line 2

(2) KLine 3

(2) L. Line 2

(2) L. Line 1

{(2) M Line 1

{2) N Line 1

Amendment Text

" _to rotate whenever any other
AWFCO activates.”

*Afterburner Exhaust Temperature
(16-TIC-092)""

v .Exhaust Gas CO (16-AlT-038,
24-AIT-207)* Target...”

"There shall be a 5-minute delay
AWFCO at > 100 ppim, adjusted fo
7% 0,, and an instantaneous AWFCO
at 200 ppm, adjusted fo 7% O,."

v Exhaust Velocity Head
(24-PDIT-813)* with..."

" Exhaust Excess Oxvgen (G.)
(16-AIT-175, 24-AlT-206}" with...”

"There shall be-an AWFCO....
>0.93" w.c”

"There shall be a 5-minute....
and >15%."

" Retort Pressure (16-PIT-018)*

Target.."

"Thers shall be an... AWFCO at 0."

Qriginal Text

* _tp rotate at all other AWFCO
activation.”

(2) F "Afterburner Exhaust

(2) G "..Exhaust Gas CO Target..."

A 5-minute delay AWFCO at

> 100 ppm, adjusted to 7% O,, and
an instantanecus AWFCO at 200
ppm, adjusted to 7% O,, shall be
in place.

(2) H "...Exhaust Velocity Head
with..."

(2) 1 "... Exhaust Excess Oxygen
{Q,) with.."

(2} H "An AWFCO....>0.93" w.c.
shall be in place."

(2)1 "A 5- minute....and 16% shall
be in place.”

" .Retort Pressure Target..."

(2) J "An AWFCO...at 0" shall be in
place.”

Insert explanation: "The Retort Pressure Explan‘atory note not in place

is an indicator of draft pressure through-

out the combustion/air pollution abatement

system.”
*There shall be an 5-minute...

at <20" w.c."

"... Brine Pressure Drop
(24-PDIT-008)* Target..."

*...Brine Flow (24-FIT~OO€3)“ Target..."

" . Liguid Feed Rate (24-FIT-030)" is..."

(2) K "A 5-minute delay....at < 20
w.c. shall be in piace.”

(2) K "..._Brine Pressure Drop
Target.,.."

(2) L."...Brine Flow Target.."

(2) M *.Liguid Feed Rate is..."




Page

10

11

12

12

Condition No./

Section : Site

(2) O Line 1
(2) O Lline 2
{2) P Line 1

(2} P Line 2

(2) Q Line 1

2yQline2

(2) S Line 1

@7

(2yu

(2) U (i) Line 3

2yU (Y Line 4

Table A

b.(1) Line 7

{v)

(v)

Amendment Text

" Brine pH (24-AlC-007)" is..."
“There shallbe a...at < 7."
~..Brine Density (24-DiT-033)*is.."

"There shall be an.. AWFCO
at>1.20"

" . .Combustion Efficiency (16-AlT-781,
16-AlT-7818)* AWFCOQO..."

»...B-minute detay."

"The Induced Draft (1.D.)
Fan Current...”

v LD.Fan.."

Changed outline structure. Added
two sub paragraphs (i) & (if).

"...system is & minimum..."
"...99.9999%. DRE shall
be calculated...”

Removed all TAG Nos.
Added Condition No.

SR

"Prior to start up operations, each
facility will submit..."

*...described in Condition 2.a.{2).U
of this approvat."

"PMCD shall complete an opera-
tionally successful RCRA Trial Burn
subsequent to submission of
acceptable resuits from

paragraph (iii)."

Original Text

(2)N ".BrinepHis.."

©{2)N "..and an 5-minute...at <7

in place."
(2) O “...Brine Density is.."

(2) O "...(sgu) with an ... AWFCO in

place at >1.20."

(2) P "..Combustion Efficiency
AWFCO.."

{2) P "..5-minute delay in place.”

(2) R "The |.D. Fan Current..."

(2) S "...Induced Draft Fan..."

Two paragraphs (2} T & (2) U are
now listed under (2) U

(2} T "...system shall be
a minimum..."

(2} T *...98.9999% calculated
as follows:"

Changed "Cond 5 except 5a., b., ¢., g., & h."to "Cond & (d) through (f)"
Added "Residence Time' to "Heated Discharge Conveyor®
Changed "Kiin Combustion..." to "Rotary Blowers"

"Each facility wiii submit..."

. described in Condition
2.a.(2).B.{i).(t) of this approval.”

"An operationally successiul
RCRA Trial Burn shat be
completed.”



Coandition No./

Page Section: Site Amendment Text
12 (b) “all coplanar PCB concentration
data, polychlorinated dibenzofuran
concentration data and all poly-
chlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxin concen-
tration data needed fo calculate..."
13 B. "The phased inferim operations shall
not begin until either the shakedown
tast or the reguirements in Conditions
2.b.(3).A.{. through iv.) above,.."
14 - {3), Parat *_.or deep well injection or wasiewater
Line 3 treatment facifities which are
approved for PCB disposal of
liquid residues.”
14 (B} Para 2 - "..managed as if it contained...”
Line b
14 (B) Para 2 "...of PCBs. Alternatively it may
Line7 be disposed cf.."
14 (B) Para 2 “ _.(NPDES) permit which contains a
Line 11 standard limiting PCB discharge.”
16 (7} Para 2 " ..business day..."
Line 2
16 (12) Line 1 " ..Heated Discharge Conveyor
discharge ash..."
A3 () Line 1 " .a retention time of greater than

two-seconds,...”

Original Text

all copianar PCB data, poly-
chiorinated dibenzofuran concen-
tration and all polychlorinated
dibenzo-p-dioxin datan needed to
caiculats...”

"This phased interim operations
shall not bagin until either the shake-
down test or the mini-burn
requirements (Conditions
2.b.{3).A (.. through iv.) above),..."
"...or EPA-approved deep well

injection or wastewater treatment
facilities (for liquid residues)."

...handled as if it contained...”

...of PCBs or disposed of.."

"...(NPDES) permit."

...business days..."

" ..HDC discharge ash..."

*...a retention time of greater than
two second,.."
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Nationwide TSCA Permit to Dispose of PCBs
in the Deactivation Furnace Systems
of the Army Chemical Demilitarization Facilities

Corrections were made to the Nationwide TSCA PCB Disposal Draft Permit. The
following is the list of changes and the rationale for the changes. The amended
text is indicated in bold text. The location of the changes, the amended text and
the original text are presented.

1. Transmittal, Page 2, First Line

Amended Text: DFS at the TOCDF; Raytheon Demilitarization Company at UMCDF

Original Text:

Rationale:

and PBCDF:; and Westinghouse Government Environmental
Services Company LLC at ANCDF,

DES at the TOCDF; Raytheon at UMCDF and PBCDF; and
Westinghouse at ANCDF

Updated and corrected the organizations involved.

2. Permit, page 1, Sect. Authority péra 2. Line9

Amended Text: Material, inc, Tooele, Utah (EG&G) is the sole operator of the TOCDF

Original Text:

Rationale:

DFS; Raytheon Demilitarization Company is the operator at the
UMCDF and PBCDF; and Westinghouse Government

Environmental Services Company LLC, the sole operator at
ANCDF.

Material, Inc, Tooele, Utah (EG&G) is the sole operator of the TOCDF
DFS; Raytheon, the sole operator at the UMCDF and PBCDF; and
Westinghouse, the sole operator at ANCDF.

Updated and corrected the organizations involved.

3. Page 3, Definition “System contractor.” Line 3

Amended Text: Deactivation Furnace System at the Anniston Chemical Agent

Disposal, Alabama (Westinghouse Government Environmental
Services Company LLC); Pine Bluff Chemical Agent Disposal
Facility, Arkansas (Raytheon Demilitarization Company); and
Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility (Raytheon Demilitarization
Company), Oregon



Original Text: Deactivation Furnace System at the Anniston Chemical Agent
Disposal, Alabama (Westinghouse); Pine Bluff Chemical Agent
Disposal Facility, Arkansas (Raytheon); and Umatilla Chemical Agent
Disposal Facility (Raytheon), Oregon.

Rationale: Updated and corrected the organizations involved.

4. Page 5, Sect. 1.a.(M&(2)

Amended Text: (1) Conducting a permitted disposal activity at a DFS Facility, or
(2) Resuming a permitted PCB Disposal activity after a shutdown of
PCB waste feed for 30 or more consecutive days.

Original Text: (1) Conducting a permitted disposal activity at a DFS Facility, or
(2) Resuming a permitted disposal activity after a shutdown of 30
days or more. :

Rationale: Clarified permit condition.

5. Page 5, bottom. under "EPA Contacts”

Amended Text: Craig Brown, Region [V - (404) 562-8972 (404) .562—8990
Original Text:  Stuart Perry, Region IV (404) 562-8972 (404) 562-8980
Rationale: Updated EPA Regional Office contact.

6. Page 7, ltem (2).D.

Amended Text: D. The Heated Discharge Conveyor Residence Time is nominally 19
minutes. A 5-minute delay AWFCO for the HDC shall be in place
when the residence time decrease to 15 minute or below.

Original Text: The Heated Discharge Conveyor Residence Time is nominally 19
minutes. An instantaneous AWFCO for HDC malfunctions shali be
in place.

Rationale: To better define the AWFCO, originally based on the ill-defined term

“malfunction” and to provide the operator time to stabilize the HDC
and to preclude unnecessary shutdowns based on minor operating
excursions.



7. Page 8, ltem M.

Amended Text: M. The Target Value for the Scrubber Tower Liguid Feed Rate is
1000 gpm with a < 750 gpm instantaneous cutoff.

Original Text: ~ The Target Value for the Scrubber Tower Liquid Feed Rate is 1000
gpm with a < 700 gpm instantaneous cutoff.

Rationale: To correct the scrubber liquid flow to the more stringent value placed
in Table A, the listing of operating conditions.

8. Page 8, ltem V:

Amended Text: Text deleted.

Original Text: V. All AWFCO and parameter controis which are based on a one-
hour rolling averages shall be replaced by a three-minute rolling
average whenever PCBs are being disposed of.

Rationale: Adjustments were made in specific conditions addressing rolling
averages.

9. Page 11, item b.(1), last line

Amended Text: Substances, 1200 Pennsylvania Avenue N.W. Washington, D. C.
20460.

Qriginal Text:' Substances, 401 M Street S. W., Washington, D. C. 20460.

Rationale: Updated EPA address.

10. Page 11.b(3)

Amended Text: (3) Interim Operations: Disposal operations after the RCRA Trial
Burn shall cease. Continuation of operations will be contingent
upon successful completion of procedures outlined in

Original Text: interim Operations: Disposal operations after the RCRA Trial Burn
will continue, contingent upon successful completion of procedures
outlined in

Rationale: Clarified permit condition.

1. Page 12 item A, Line §




Amended Text:

Original Text:

Rationale:

There shall be no more than a total of two hours when the rocket feed

is shut off during each run. The rocket feed rate shall be the same
rate

There shall be no more than a total of two hours when the rocket feed
is shut off during the tests.

Clarified permit condition.

12. Pageil3. Item (4), Next-to-last line

Amended Texi:

Original Text:

Rationale:

and Organics Branch, MC 7404, 1200 Pennsylvania Avenue N.W.,
Washington, DC 20460. :

and Organics Branch, MC 7404, 401 M St. S.W,, Washington , DC
20480,

Undated EPA address.

13. Page 14, Sect. 3, 2" para.. Line 4

Amended Text:

Original Text:

Rationale:

chromatography for PCB concentrations. Any processed ash or other
non-aqueous waste, such as desiccated brine, that was discovered to
contain equal to or greater than 2 ppm PCB must be

chromatography for PCB concentrations. Any processed ash or other
non—aqueous waste, such as desiccated brine, that was discovered to
contain greater than 2 ppm PCB must be

Clarified permit condition.

14. Page 14. Sect b, 2™ para.. Line 8

Amended Text:

Original Text:

Rationale:

or disposed of in an approved chemical waste landfill. Any DFS |
scrubber brine discovered to contain equal to or greater than 3 ppb
PCB must be incinerated in EPA-approved PCB

or disposed of in an approved chemical waste landfill. Any DFS
scrubber brine discovered to contain greater than 3 ppb PCB must be
incinerated in EPA-approved PCB

Clarified permit condition.

15. Page 14, Sect. b, 3® para., Line 2




Amended Text:

Original Text:

Rationale:

Such waste materials include kiln and cyclone discharge, desiccated
brine, and scrubber brines. Whenever an agency(s) requires the
sampling and analysis of treated material or residue for
polychlorinated dibenzodioxins and polychiorinated dibenzofurans
(including

Such waste materials include kiln and cyclone discharge, desiccated
brine, and scrubber brines. Should sampling of treated material or
residue be required for polychlorinated dibenzodioxins and
polychlorinated dibenzofurans

Clarified permit condition.

16. Page 14, Sect 4, Lines 4

Amended Text:

Original Text:

Rationale:

DES has not been able to achieve the required less than 2 ppm PCB
residue in both cyclone ash and HDC ash streams at the same time,
then PMCD/System Contractor must stop operations of the DFS. The
PMCD must notify the EPA Regional Office and the Fibers and
Organics Branch

DFES has not been able to achieve the required less than 2 ppm PCB
residue in both product ash streams at the same time, then
PMCD/System Contractor must stop operations of the DFS. The
System Contractor must notify the EPA Regional Office and the
Fibers and Organics Branch

Clarify permit condition.

17. Page 15, Sect. 4, Line 7

Amended Text:
Original Text:

Rationale:

the day of the failure or, if failure does not occur during business
hours, during the next regular

the day of the major system failure or, if failure does not occur during
business hours, during the next regular

Clarified permit condition.

18. Page 15, item 5.9.

Amended Text:

Original Text:

g. date and time of operations; and

g. date, time and duration of each burn; and



Rationale: Clarify permit condition.

19. Page 16, Sect 11. Bottom line

Amended Text: 1200 Pennsylvania Avenue N.W.
Qriginal Text: 401 M Street S. W,
Rationale: Updated EPA address.

20. Page 18 temh.Line 3

Amended Text: The annual report shall include information required in Conditions
16¢c, 16d, 16f. And 16g. Data required in Condition 5 and 16e
shall be stored at a centralized location at each facility and made
available for EPA review.

Original Text.  The annual report shall include information required in Conditions 16¢
through 18h. Included in the report shail be the results of monitoring
required in Condition 3.

Rationale: Clarify permit condition.

21. Appendix |. page 2, 2™ line
Amended Text: was originally April 30, 1997, but has been extended to 2007.
Original Text: was originally April 30, 1997, but has been extended to 2002.

Rationale: Update terms of the Congressional mandate and the Chemical Agent
treaty.



